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Preface

Statenments that the Russian River has been allowed to
decline to the point of crisis have been nade for many years and
are becom ng increasingly coomon. The asserted decline is often
attributed to a |lack of both vision and action on the part of
| ocal, state and federal agencies having jurisdiction over the
Russian River's natural resources. Mire recently, these
concerns have been acconpanied by a call for the devel opnent of
a conprehensi ve managenent plan to address the perceived ills of
the Russian River, and for state and federal action to assist in
financing the preparation of the plan.

The follow ng "ecographic" by Richard Charter graphically

expresses the view held by a nunber of people of how the Russian
Ri ver has been abused.
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American Rivers, Inc., a national river conservation
organi zation, in their list of "North America's Twenty Most
Threatened Rivers of 1996", ranked the Russian River as the 15th
nost threatened river in North America. The Natural Heritage
Institute, a |aw and consulting firmin resource conservati on,
in a June 5, 1996 letter to Gray Davis, Chairman of the State
Lands Conmi ssion, Janes M Strock, Secretary for Environnental
Protecti on, and Dougl as P. Wheeler, Secretary of the California
Resour ces Agency, acting on behalf of the Friends of the Russian
Ri ver, which is another river conservation organization, asked
the State to adopt a plan for |ong-term managenent, including
restoration, of the Russian River fisheries and their habitat.

The preparation of this docunent was comm ssioned by the
Board of Directors of the Sonoma County WAter Agency, by
Resol ution No. 95-0456 adopted on April 18, 1995, to synthesize
the existing data, studies and reports on various aspects of the
Russian River into a single docunent which summarizes the
current condition of the river. The purpose of this docunent is
to provide a factual basis for the Board of Directors and other
public policy makers 1) to describe, as conpletely as avail able
information permts, the current condition of the Russian R ver;
2) to define the jurisdiction, and generally describe the nost
significant prograns that various |ocal, state and federal
governnent agencies are currently involved with in addressing
probl ems affecting the Russian River; 3) to determ ne the need
for a conprehensive planning effort, or other means to inprove
i nt eragency comruni cati on, coordination and cooperation; and 4)
to identify any problens which are not currently being
adequately addressed in order to facilitate the rati onal
al l ocation of the resources which are avail able, or which nmay
becone available in the future.

The areas of concern which are exam ned include 1) water
supply, fromboth the main stem of the Russian River and Dry
Creek, and their tributaries; 2) water quality; 3) recreation
and public access; 4) gravel nmning; 5) the abundance of the
anadromous and warm water fishery, including both hatchery and
naturally propagated fish; 6) barriers to fish mgration; 7)
ri parian habitat; and 8) flood and erosion control activities.

Footnotes are utilized in this paper, rather than the nore
commonly used endnotes or parenthetical references, to allowthe
reader i medi ate access to the reference without having to
search for it. In the case of the work of one author as found
in that of another, particularly where the secondary source is a
report prepared by or for the Sonoma County Water Agency, the
citations of the works do not include the original source (or
nore often, nultiple sources). |In these cases, the reader is
referred to the Sonoma County Water Agency reports thensel ves
for a full list of references.
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Part 1, Condition of the Russian River
Chapter |, Water Supply
| NTRODUCTI ON

In 1980 the California Departnment of Water Resources funded
a study by the University of Arizona' s Laboratory of Tree-Ring
Research. The study reconstructed California' s annual
precipitation since the year 1600. It found a drought that
| asted nore than 50 years, between 1760 and 1820, which was
drier than the 1928 t hrough 1934 period upon which the firm
annual yield determnation of California' s nmajor water projects
is based. Other long dry periods identified in the tree ring
study included a 20-year period between 1865 and 1885.1

As one woul d expect, watershed runoff is also highly
vari abl e, being affected by both precipitation and precedent
wat ershed conditions. The annual flow of the Russian River at
Haci enda is shown in Graph 1-1-1 for the period for which
records exist, 1940 through 1994. During this period, the mean
annual flow was 1,609,000 acre-feet with the extremes varying
from4.0 percent of normal (1977) to 265 percent of normal
(1983) .7

Before proceeding, is inmportant to draw a distinction
bet ween appropriative water rights and the water itself. |In
California's arcane system of water rights |aw, the
appropriative water right is the domnant right, and this is
clearly the case in the Russian River service area. The basic
principle of the appropriation doctrine enbodied in
appropriative water rights lawis "first in time, first in
right." The person who first appropriates water and puts it to
beneficial use has a right superior to |ater appropriators. In
wat er short periods, junior appropriators can have a water right
and yet be barred fromexercising their right in order that the
rights of earlier, senior appropriators, may be exercised. The
subsequent anal ysis of the adequacy of the Russian River water
supply is made without regard to whether or not sonme extractions
coul d be reduced or barred outright by |legal process for |ack of
adequate water rights.?

'Sonoma County Water Agency, Urban Water Managenent
Plan (Draft), February 1996. | V-13.

2United States Geol ogical Survey, Water Resources
Data, California, Water Year 1994, Vol une 2.

3scwa. Managenent Pl an, |V-1.
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Graph 1-1-1
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To anal yze the adequacy of surface water supplies,
digital conputer nodels are used. The Sonoma County
Wat er Agency has devel oped a conputer nodel of the
Russi an River system The system consists of the Russian
Ri ver, Lake Mendoci no and Lake Sonoma. The nodel
consists of two separate conputer prograns, one for the
portion of the Russian River upstreamfromits confluence
with Dry Creek, and one for the portion bel ow the
confluence.* A sinmilar npdel has been devel oped by the
Agency for Pacific Gas and Electric Conpany's Potter
Val l ey Project on the South Fork Eel River which diverts
wat er into the East Fork

“Sonoma County Water Agency. Russian River System Mydel - A
Wat er Bal ance Conputer Moddel of the Russian River System 1996.
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Russian River.® The daily diversions fromthe Eel River to the
Russi an River derived by this nodel are used as input to the
nodel of the Russian River system Both conputer nodels
simulate the daily operation of the respective river systens by
superi nposi ng the man-caused i nfl uences (dans, reservoir rel ease
criteria, and water supply demands) on a historic period of
natural inflows to the river system The historic period
nodel ed is the 70 year period from October 1922 through

Sept enber 1992.°

RUSSI AN Rl VER SERVI CE AREA

The Russian River service area is shown in Figure 1-1-1.
It is the area which is dependent upon the Russian River for
water supply. It includes the hydrol ogic basin of the Russian
Ri ver and portions of the hydrologic basin of San Franci sco Bay.
The hydrol ogi ¢ basins of the Russian River which are dependent
upon the river for water supply are as follows:’

Coyote subunit - This is the drainage basin of the East
Fork Russian River. It includes Potter Valley.

West Fork or Forsythe subunit - This is the drai nage basin
of the Russian River upstream fromthe Russian River East Fork
confluence. It includes Redwood Vall ey.

Upper Russian subunit - This is the drainage basin of the
Russi an Ri ver between the Russian Ri ver East Fork confluence to

just north of Cloverdale. It includes the Ukiah and Hopl and
Val | eys.
M ddl e Russi an subunit - This is the drainage basin of

t he Russian River between the upper Russian basin and the Dry
Creek confluence. It includes Cloverdale, GCeyserville and
Heal dsburg.

Dry Creek subunit - This drainage basin includes the entire
Dry Creek watershed.

Santa Rosa subunit - This drainage basin includes the
dr ai nage basin of the Russian River downstream fromthe Dry
Creek confluence. The Russian River service area outside the
Russi an

®Sonoma County Water Agency, Eel River/Potter Valley Project
Model Devel opnent, 1988.

®scwA. Managenent Plan, |V-1, 2.

Ibid., 1V-2.
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Ri ver includes the Petal uma Ri ver t he Sonoma Creek basin
and the urban portion of Marin County. The water fromthe
Russi an Ri ver which serves these areas is diverted within the

Sant a Rosa subunit.

basi n,

Figure 1-1-1
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WATER DEMANDS

Wat er demand estimates have been nmade for each of the above
descri bed hydrol ogi c subunits. The estimates include demands
which are diverted fromtributaries of the Russian River as well
as the main stemof the river. The season of availability of
water for diversion fromthe tributaries is limted, since
during the summer little or no flowis present. The
agricultural and donestic water users along the tributaries
typically construct storage facilities to store winter flows for
| at er use.

In general, the demands were estimted either by the
Depart nent of Water Resources (DWR) or by the Agency. \Were the
I ncrease in future demands by one estinmate was |arger than the
other, the larger estimte was used. The DWR demand esti mates
are based on | and use and popul ati on projections devel oped by
the State Departnment of Finance. These were originally
publ i shed in 1980° and were revised during the 1986 State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Decision 1610 hearings on the
Agency's water rights applications. DWR demands are defined by
agricultural and urban conponents for nornmal and dry years. DWR
agricultural demand estinmtes are higher in dry years. '

In sone cases the Agency used SWRCB water rights filings to
esti mte demands. The SWRCB water rights |listings contain
i nformati on on when, where, how nmuch and for what purpose water
can be diverted under each permt. For the purpose of
estimating total demand, the nost useful information contained
in the listing is the maxi mum annual diversion. Most existing
permts, however, do not contain annual limts. Depending on
the information avail able for each permt, demands were
general ly calculated as follows:!?!

0 If the application |isted nmaxi mum annual diversion, this was
taken to be the annual demand.

o] For all filings which included storage (usually for
irrigation, frost protection, heat protection or stock

demands were estimated either by taking the maxi mum
storage to be the annual demand, or by using the irrigated
acreage and assum ng that new crops would require

8Ibid., IV-2, 3.

°Cal i forni a Departnent of Water Resources, Water Action
Pl an For The Russian River Service Area, 1980.

1%scwA. Managenent Pl an, |V-4.
1) pj d.
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1% feet per acre per year.

0 In cases where two or nore applications were filed under
one nane, with the sane irrigated acreage at the sane
| ocation, the demand was counted for only one of these
appl i cations.

o] In several cases where neither the maxi num annual diversion
nor the irrigated acreage was |isted, annual demand was
assunmed to be the listed diversion rate nmultiplied by the
nunmber of days in the listed diversion season.

o] Where recreation was the only |isted purpose and no nmaxi mum
annual use was listed, it was assuned that there would be
no consunptive water denmand.

Several specific applications or groups of applications
relating to one overall project were considered separately.
Many of the these applications, when permtted, nmay be subject
to terns which limt the amount of water diverted in conbination
with other permts. Specific information on conbined limts is
often contained in SWRCB notices of application to appropriate
water. Where notices were avail able on pending applications,
the conmbined limts were incorporated into the demand
esti mates. '?

The digital nodel which was used to anal yze the water
supply condition of the Russian River relied upon denmand
estimates for the follow ng seven relevant hydrol ogi c subunits
of the Russian River.?!®

o] East Fork Russian River above Lake Mendoci no (Coyote
subuni t)

o] West Fork Russian River (West Fork or Forsythe subunit)

o] Russian River fromthe Forks to Near Cloverdal e (Upper
Russi an subunit)

o] Russi an River from Near Cloverdale to the Dry Creek

confluence (M ddl e Russian subunit)

o] Dry Creek above Warm Springs Dam (Upper Dry Creek subunit)
o] Dry Creek bel ow Warm Springs Dam (Lower Dry Creek
subuni t)

o] Russian River fromthe Dry Creek confluence to the Haci enda
Bri dge (Santa Rosa subunit)

21 pid., | V- 4, 5.

B3 pid., | V-5.
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Coyote Subunit - Coyote subunit demands were estinmated by
taking the difference between the estimated inflows to the
subunit and the actual flow accretion or depletion. Nornal
demands were estimated using the difference between the
estimated nonthly average inflows and the observed fl ow
accretions or depletions from 1980 to 1987. Dry and critically
dry year demands were estimted using the sane analysis for the
critically dry water year 1977. Agricultural use in the Coyote
subunit, which enconpasses Potter Valley, is largely fully
devel oped. Future demands in the Coyote subunit were increased
by 70 acre-feet to account for the one currently pending
appropriative water right application. Table 1-1-1 shows the
expected year 2015 annual requirenent:

West Fork Subunit - The records of actual punping by the
Redwood Vall ey Water District from Lake Mendoci no were assuned
to represent the total current demands on the Russian River in
the subunit. Future demands were projected using a straight-
i ne extrapol ation of the historical annual rate of growth in
punping by the District. The West Fork annual requirenment in
the year 2015 is expected to be 5,181 acre-feet.?'®

Table 1-1-1
Coyot e Subunit WAter Denand
I n Year 2015
- Annual Requi r enment
Wat er Supply Condition (acre-feet)
Nor mal Year 9, 041
Dry Year 10, 630
Upper Russian Subunit - Urban and agricultural demands for

t he year 2010, estimted by DWR, were assuned to be the year
2015 Upper Russian Subunit demands. Table 1-1-2 shows the
expected year 2015 annual requirenent:®

4 pi d.
Blpid., | V- 6.
18| pi d.
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Table 1-1-2
Upper Russi an Subunit Water Demand

in Year 2015
- Annual Requi r enent
Wat er Supply Condition (acre-feet)
Nor mal Year 20, 870
Dry Year 26, 270

M ddl e Russi an Subunit - For present agricultural denmands,
DWR estimates were used. For present urban demands, actual
metered diversions for 1990-1991 were used. To estimate the
total future M ddle Russian Subunit demands, agricultural and
urban demands were consi dered separately. Urban users in the
subunit are the cities of Heal dsburg and Cl overdal e, and the
Ceyserville Water Conpany. The demand estimates for Heal dsburg
and Cl overdal e were based on general plan popul ati on
projections. The Geyserville Water Conpany estimte was based on
current use.’

The City of Heal dsburg currently diverts all of its water
fromthe Russian River. However, it is currently preparing
envi ronnmental docunents for a systemof wells on Dry Creek. Its
total future demand, based on general plan popul ation
projections, is estimated at 4,440 acre-feet per year. At
present it is uncertain howits future diversions would be split
between its Russian River and Dry Creek sources. For the
pur poses of the analysis, it was assumed that Heal dsburg woul d
divert 2,150 acre-feet fromthe Russian River. |t was assumed
the remai nder woul d be diverted fromDry Creek. 8

Future demands estimated from pending water rights
applications total 8,311 acre-feet. The increase in demand
estimated from pendi ng applications was added to the 1990 DWR
agricultural demand and cities estimte. The conbined
Hunt i ngt on Beach Conpany application demands were assuned to be
1,500 acre-feet per year. The denmands represented by the
pendi ng applications in the Mddl e Russian subunit subm tted by
the Northern California Power Agency (NCPA) and the Unocal
CGeot hermal Corporation were al so considered separately because
of their relatively large size. The purpose of both projects is
use the diverted water for deep well injection to replenish
decl i ning steam production at geothermal wells. For the
pur poses of

7 pi d.
8 pi d., | V- 7.
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nodel i ng future demands, it was assunmed that the NCPA and Unocal
projects would divert 2,411 and 3,500 acre-feet per year,
respectively. O her pending applications were assuned to
represent a future demand of 900 acre-feet per year. Since the
| argest portion of all of these applications (NCPA, Unocal and
Hunt i ngt on Beach Conpany) would only divert water during the
winter, it was assuned that the total 8,311 increase represented
by pendi ng appropriative water rights applications would be
diverted from Novenber to May. Table 1-1-3 sunmarizes the
expected year 2015 annual requirenent.®®

Upper Dry Creek Subunit - State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) water rights records for the Upper Dry Creek
subunit list only three small diverters in this subunit,
therefore there are assunmed to be no significant present or
future agricultural or urban demands in this subunit.?°

Table 1-1-3
M ddl e Russi an Subunit Water Denmand
in Year 2015
Annual Requi r enment
(acre-feet)

Wat er Supply Condition Nor mal Dry
User
Agriculture

Present 8,190 11, 190

Hunti ngt on Beach 1, 500 1, 500

Ot her Pendi ng Applications 900 900
Ur ban

Heal dsburg 2,150 2,150

Cl overdal e 3, 950 3, 950

Geyserville 200 200
Geot her mal

NCPA 2,411 2,411

Unocal 3,500 3,500
Tot al 22,801 25, 801

9 pid., |V-7, 8.

2% bi d. , | V- 8.
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Lower Dry Creek Subunit - Agricultural use conprises nost
of the present demands for the Lower Dry Creek subunit. The
present demands were estimted as the average annual depletion
in flow between Warm Springs Dam and the nouth of Dry Creek
bet ween 1983 and 1991, was approximately 3,500 acre-feet per
year. To estimate the future urban demands in the Lower Dry
Creek subunit, the future Heal dsburg demand descri bed above was
used. Future agricultural demands were estimted by adding the
312 acre-feet of demand represented by currently pendi ng water
rights applications to the existing agricultural demand.
Because the flow records indicate no discernable difference
bet ween normal and dry year depletions in Dry Creek,
agricultural demands were not increased for dry years. Table
1-1-4 sumarizes the expected year 2015 annual requirenent.?!

Table 1-1-4
Lower Dry Creek Subunit Water Denmand
I n Year 2015
User Annual Requi r ement
(acre-feet)
Agriculture 3,812
Heal dsburg 2,290
Tot al 6, 102

Santa Rosa Subunit - Although there is certainly
significant agricultural devel opnment in this subunit, DWR
estimates i nclude no agricultural demands. Present and future
agricultural demands were estinmated separately by the Agency for
users that divert fromthe main-stem Russian River and for users
that divert fromthe tributaries.??

For the mainstem Russian River, the total cultivated
acreage adjacent to the river channel between Dry Creek and the
U.S. G S gauge at the Hacienda Bridge was nmeasured fromthe
Agency's recent Russian River aerial photographs. Nearly all of
this

21| pi d.
22| pi d. , | V-9, 10.
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2,210 acres is planted with vineyards. Wter use was assuned to
be 1.0 and 1.5 acre-feet/acre/year in normal and dry years
respectively. Future demands were cal cul ated by adding the 225
acre-feet of demand estimted from pendi ng water rights
applications to the existing use.?

The present demand on the tributaries in the Santa Rosa
subunit were estimated at 660 acre-feet fromthe approximately
210 existing approved water rights permts, licenses and
ri parian use statenents listed in SWRCB records. The total
present demand was estinmated at 5,350 acre-feet per year. The
SWRCB records show that the |argest part of these filings are
fromsmall|l storage projects with seasons of diversion limted to
the winter nonths. For the purposes of nodeling, it was assuned
thatzjhis demand was taken between the nonths of Novenber and
May .

Ur ban demands conprise nost of the demands in the Santa
Rosa subunit. The Town of W ndsor future denmands were estinated
at 4,725 acre-feet per year, based on the projected popul ation
in the 1984 W ndsor Specific Plan. The Russian River Water
District has estimated its future demands at 302 acre-feet per
year, based on its present water use (no growth in demand was
projected). The District has also applied to the SWRCB for water
rights for this amount. The diversions nade by W ndsor and the
Russian River Water District are not deened to be Agency
demands, since the diversions are not made by the Agency. The
Agency does, however, have contracts with these diverters which
permt their diversions to be made under the Agency's
appropriative water rights under certain conditions.?®

The bal ance of the urban demand in the | ower Russian basin
is the water diverted and delivered by the Agency to satisfy the
conbi ned needs of all of the contractors served fromthe water
transm ssion system of the Agency. The estinmated Agency denand
in the Santa Rosa subunit is listed in Table 1-1-5, 25

23 bi d. | V-10.
24| pi d.

25| pi d.
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1-1-11



Table 1-1-5

AGENCY SANTA ROSA SUBUNI T RUSSI AN RI VER WATER DEMAND

Publ i c
WAt er
System

Santa Rosa

North Marin WD
Pet al uma

Rohnert Park

Val | ey of the Moon WD
Sononma

Cot at i

Forestville WD

Ot her Agency Custoners

Marin Munici pal WD

Tot al

I N YEAR 2015

Table 1-1-6 sunmari zes the total

wat er denmand f or

27 bi d. | V-12.
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Annual
Requi r ement
(acre-feet)

29,100
14,100
13, 400
7,500
3, 200
3, 000
1, 520
480
2,500

74, 800
14, 300
89, 100

expect ed year 2015 annua

t he Santa Rosa subunit. 27



Table 1-1-6
Sant a Rosa Subunit Water Demand
in Year 2015

Annual Requirenent
(acre-feet)

Wat er Supply Condition Nor mal Dry
User
Agriculture 8, 445 9, 545
Urban (1)
W ndsor 4,725 4,725
Russi an River WD 302 302
Sonoma County Water Agency 89, 100 89, 100
Tot al 102, 572 103,672

(1) Total Santa Rosa subunit 2015 urban use is estimated to be
94,127 acre-feet.

CURTAI LMENT CRI TERI A

Wth the extreme variability in the climte, the
construction and mai ntenance of dans and reservoirs with the
capacity to satisfy 100 percent of the demand during climatic
condi tions which occur only very rarely, is not feasible.

Pl anni ng assunptions vary from agency to agency, but a 15
percent deficiency is generally considered to be nmanageabl e,
provided it only occurs infrequently. While no curtail nent
criteria have been formally adopted by the Agency, it has been
assunmed that in the future a 15 percent deficiency would be
taken beginning with the second dry nonth. [In addition, one
criterion has been externally inmposed which has al so been
incorporated into the Agency's water supply nodels. Decision
1610 of the State Water Resources Control Board ordered that a
new term be added to the Agency's Warm Springs Dam appropriative
water rights permt to read:?®

28| bi d. , | V- 14.
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"Permttee shall inpose a mandatory thirty percent
deficiency in deliveries fromthe Russian River to
its service area whenever the quantity of water in
storage at Lake Sonoma drops bel ow 100, 000 acre-feet
before July 15 of any year. The deficiency shal
remain in effect until (1) storage in Lake Sonoma
rises to greater than 70,000 acre-feet subsequent to
Decenber 31 after having fallen below that |evel, or
(2) permttee has projected, to the satisfaction of
the Chief, Division of Water Rights, that storage at
Lake Sonoma will not fall below 70,000 acre-feet, or
(3) hydrologic conditions result in sufficient flow
to satisfy permttee's demands at Whl er and M rabel
Park and m ninum fl ow requirenments in the Russian

Ri ver at Guerneville."

STREAMFLOW MAI NTENANCE

The m ni mum streanfl ows which nust be maintained in the
Russian River and Dry Creek to support recreation, fish and
wildlife, and other instream beneficial uses are shown in Figure
1-1-2. They were established by Decision 1610 of the State
Wat er Resources Control Board, adopted in 1986 after three weeks
of public hearings.?°

M ni mum streanfl ow requi renments al so represent a water
supply demand on the Russian River system In a nornmal year the
total quantity of water which nust be allowed to pass under the
Haci enda Bridge under these requirenents is 80.8 ngd (125 cfs),

whi ch amounts to 90, 495 acre-feet per year. |In a dry year these
quantities are reduced to 54.9 ngd (75 cfs), or 61,537 acre-feet
per year. In acritically dry year these quantities are further

reduced to 22.6 ngd (25 cfs), or 25,340 acre-feet per year.>°

These are of course mnimum flows. The actual fl ows
mai nt ai ned are nmuch greater, even in a critically dry year, for
bot h operational reasons and because of the unregul ated runoff
fromthe | arge portion of the Russian River watershed which is
downstream of Warm Springs Dam and Coyote Valley Dam In fact,
under the estimted year 2015 demand condition, in an average

year over 90 percent of the natural flowwll still flow past
t he Haci enda Bridge. That is nore than 1,500,000 acre-feet, or
nine tinmes the conbi ned anount which will be consunmed for

agricultural and urban use. Graph 1-1-2 shows the average year
al | ocation of

2% bid., | V- 15.
301 pid., 16.
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wat er between year 2015 agriculture and urban denmands and
streanf | ow. 3?

Figure 1-1-2 RUSSI AN RI VER
M NI MUM STREAMFLOWS
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During the sumrer nonths streanfl ows are maintained at
artificially high levels with releases from storage. These
flows are significantly greater than the flows that occurred
before the influence of civilization, even at the reduced rates
of flow which are permtted during "dry" and "critically dry"
conditions. Historically, in normal years late sumer flows in
the | ower Russian River dropped bel ow 30 cubic feet per second,
and in dry years, dropped bel ow 10 cubic feet per second. 32

3T bi d.
321 pid., | V- 16, 17.
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Graph 1-1-2

ALLOCATI ON OP RUSSI AN RI VER WATER
I N A AVERAGE YEAR UNDER
YEAR 2015 DEMAND CONDI TI ONS

Agriculture
50,000 AF Urban

117,000 AF

Streamflow
1,442,000 AF

MODEL STUDY RESULTS

Table 1-1-7 shows the frequency of occurrence of the
mandat ory 30 percent curtailnents with a 15 percent deficiency
in the second and subsequent dry and critical nonths. The
maxi mum annual Santa Rosa subunit urban demand which can be
satisfied under the these criteria w thout Lake Sonoma droppi ng
bel OW33t he m ni mum pool is approximately 112, 000 acre-feet per
year.

3 bid., | V- 18.
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Table 1-1-7
OCCURRENCE OF MANDATORY 30 PERCENT DI VERSI ON CURTAI LMENTS
W TH A 15 PERCENT DEFI Cl ENCY DURI NG DRY MONTHS

Mont hs of 30% Curtail nent 1922-1992
Santa Rosa Subunit
Russi an River
Ur ban Demand

(acre-feet) 1977 1924 1933 1934 1935
60, 000 (1) 0 0 0 0 0
70, 000 0 0 0 0 0
80, 000 0 0 0 0 0
90, 000 6 0 0 0 0

100, 000 8 1 0 0 0

105, 000 9 1 0 0 0

110, 000 10 1 3 2 0

112,000 (2) 10 1 4 3 1

(1) Approximte 1995 Santa Rosa subunit River urban use.

(2) Maxi mum Santa Rosa subunit urban water supply avail abl e.

The nodel study results denonstrate that the Russian River
wat er supply is adequate to satisfy all identified water demands
in Sonoma, Mendocino and Marin County which are likely to be
pl aced on the main stemin the foreseeable future. The total
identified Santa Rosa subunit 2015 urban demand, which includes
all Agency diversions fromthe Russian River, is approximtely
94,000 acre-feet per year. After satisfying all other
identified water demands on the Russian River, this demand can
be satisfied with an expectation of rarely (one or two years out
of 70) having the mandatory 30 percent curtailnment triggered.
Under the 30 percent curtailnment criteria, which is mandated by
t he Agency's water rights permt ternms under certain reservoir
conditions, and a voluntary 15 percent curtail nent beginning in
the second dry nonth, the maxi nrum annual Santa Rosa subunit
ur ban demand whi ch can be satisfied wi thout Lake Sonoma droppi ng
bel ow t he m ni mum pool is approximtely 112,000 acre-feet per
year. Thus, 18,000 acre-feet per year of water supply is
avai l able fromthe Russian River to satisfy currently
unidentified future needs in Sonoma and Marin Counties. The use
of this remaining supply, however, would result in the mandatory
curtailment criteria being triggered nore frequently. If this
supply were used, the construction of additional energency off-
stream wat er production facilities to reduce the inpact on water
consuners of the 30 percent curtailnment in Russian River
di versi ons mi ght be necessary. 3

341 bid., | V-22.
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Chapter 11, Water Quality

| NTRODUCTI ON

The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board of the
State of California, as well as several other agencies, have
nmonitored the water quality of the Russian River since the early
1970's. Water quality paraneters nonitored by the Regi onal
Board include nutrients, bacteria, physico-chem cals and toxic
chem cals. From 1973 through 1978 the nonitoring effort was
quite intensive. The effort was scal ed down significantly
bet ween 1979 and 1985. In Septenber of 1985, intensive
monitoring of water quality in the Russian River was
reestabl i shed and continued through June 1991. From July 1991
t hrough 1995 routine nonitoring was agai n reduced. 3°

The Russian River has a persistent winter and early spring
turbi dness. To determ ne the source of the turbidity and the
rate of sedinment transport in the Russian River, in February
1964 the U. S. Geol ogical Survey (USGS) established a network of
sedi mrent sanpling stations along the river, on sone of its
tributaries, and near Lake Pillsbury on the Eel River. 1In 1971
t he USGS published a report on turbidity and suspended- sedi nent
transport in the Russian River based upon data collected through
1968. 3® Sonme subsequent sedi ment data has been collected at these
sanpling stations. At USGS s Russian River near Ukiah sanpling
station, sedinent data exists for water years 1964-1968, 1991
and 1992. At USGS s East Fork Russian River near Ukiah sanpling
station, sedinent data exists for water years 1953-1955 and
1964-1968. At USGS' s Russian River near Hopland sanpling
station, sedinent data exists for water years 1990-1993. At
USGS' s Russian River near Guerneville sanpling station, sedinent
data exists for water years water years 1967 and 1970-1986. 3’

®North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Draft
Staff Report regarding Russian River Water Quality Monitoring, by
Cat hl een A. Goodwi n, March 1996, 1-2.

%¢Uni ted States Geol ogical Survey. Turbidity and Suspended-
Sedi nent _Transport in the Russian River Basin. California, by John
R Ritter and Wlliam M Brown I1Il, October 1971, 1.

3Uni ted States Geol ogical Survey, Water Resources Data
California Water Year 1993. Volunme 2, by J. R Palnmer, M F.
Friebel, L. F. Trujillo and K. L. Markham 1994, 226-260.
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NUTRI ENTS

Ni trate and phosphate are readily used by al gae and
vascul ar plants as nutrients. High concentrations of nitrate
and phosphate can cause nui sance al gae bl oons and excessive
aquatic plant gromh, leading to | ow concentrations of dissolved
oxygen during night hours when the al gae and plants respire.
This | ow di ssol ved oxygen can result in adverse inpacts on
aquatic life. Additionally, swings in pH occur as the plants
phot osynt hesi ze in the daytime and respire at night.3®

The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board's
(NCRWXCB) Water Quality Control Plan contains a narrative
obj ective for nutrients. That objective is that waters shal
not contain nutrients in concentrations that pronote aquatic
growths to the extent that such growths cause nui sance or
adversely affect beneficial uses.?®

Concentrations of total nitrate and total phosphate are
currently lowin the mainstem of the Russian River. This has
not al ways been the case. Both nitrate and phosphate
concentrations in the Russian River have decreased significantly
since the early 1970's. This reduction is indicative of the
ef fecti veness of increased |evels of pollution control efforts
which was initiated in the late 1960's.*°

Nitrate concentrations have declined in the mainstemof the
Russi an River since 1973, as shown in Graph 1-11-1. The nedi an
values for 1973, 1975 and 1976 are based on sunmmer nonitoring
data, while the nedian values for 1986 and 1992 are based on
year-round data. The nunbers are neverthel ess conparabl e since
summer di scharges from nunici pal treatnent plants were occurring
in the 1970's and nmuch of the nore recent data was collected
during the winter discharge season when nutrient concentrations
tend to be higher.* Another analysis of the nitrate concentration
trend in the mai nstem Russian River which included only dry
season data, and included additional data collected from 1993
t hrough 1995, confirns that nitrate concentrations have

%8Nort h Coast Regi onal Water Quality Control Board. Interinm
Staff Report regarding Russian River Water Quality Nbnitoring,
January 1993, 9.

®North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water
Quality Control Plan, North Coast Regi on, Decenmber 1993, 3-3.00.

“ONCRWQCB, Interim Staff Report, 10.
“Npid., 10, 11.
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declined significantly since the early 1970's.*?

Graph 1-11-1
MEDI AN NI TRATE CONCENTRATI ONS AT HEALDSBURG MEMORI AL BEACH
AND JOHNSON S BEACH
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Phosphat e concentrati ons have al so declined in the
mai nstem of the Russian River since 1973, as shown in Gaph 1-
I1-2. The nedian values for 1973, 1975 and 1976 are based on
sumrer nonitoring data, while the nedian values for 1986 and
1992 are based on year-round data. As in the case for
nitrates, the nunbers are conparabl e since sunmer di scharges
from nuni ci pal treatnent plants were occurring in the 1970's
and much of the nore recent data was collected during the
wi nter di scharge season when nutrient concentrations tend to
be hi gher.* Another analysis of the phosphate concentration
trend in the mai nstem Russian R ver which included only dry
season data, and included additional data collected from 1993
t hrough 1995, confirns that phosphate concentrati ons have
declined significantly since the early 1970's.**

“2NCRWQCB, Draft Staff Report, 13.
“NCRWQCB, Interim Staff Report, 12.

“4NCRWQCB, Draft Staff Report, 14.
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Graph 1-11-2
MEDI AN PHOSPHATE CONCENTRATI ONS AT HEALDSBURG MEMORI AL BEACH
AND JOHNSON' S BEACH
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BACTERI A

The health significance of bacteria levels in surface waters
is primarily related to water contact recreational use. Both
public and private water supply system standards for surface
wat er sources assune the presence of pathogenic organi sns and
provide for their renoval and/or disinfection. The Statew de
Conference of Directors of Environnental Health devel oped fecal
coliform standards for freshwater recreation in 1973. The
st andards descri be recomended and action | evels of 50/100 m and
200/100 m respectively. The recommendations call for
i nvestigations to comence into the causes when the recomended
| evel is reached, and the application of public warnings or
restrictions when the action level is exceeded. Federal criteria
for full body contact prior to 1986 called for a | og nmean®* of not
|l ess than five sanples over a 30-day period not to exceed a feca
coliformconcentration of 200/100 m, and not nore than 10% of
total sanples over a 30-day period to exceed 400/100 m. The

4" Log nmean" refers to a nmethod of summarizing, with a single
val ue, several sanple test values. It reduces the inpact of
sanple test value variability on the single value bel ow what it
woul d be if the arithnetic nean were used.
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U.S. Environnental Protection Agency devel oped new criteria
in 1986 which called for nmeasurenents of E. coli and enterococci
rather than fecal coliform bacteria, based on findings
nati onwi de of better correlation to sw nm ng-associ at ed
gasteroenteritis at both marine and freshwat er bathing beaches.
The State, however, has not adopted the new criteria.?®

The NCRWQCB' s Water Quality Control Plan contains a
nunmeri cal objective for bacteria. That objective is that in
wat ers designated for contact recreation the nedian feca
coliformconcentration based on a m ni mum of not |ess than five
sanpl es for any 30-day period shall not exceed 50/100 m, nor
shall nore than ten percent of total sanples during any 30-day
peri od exceed 400/100 m .*’

Bacteri ol ogical nonitoring of the Russian River has been
conducted since the early 1970's. Prior to and including 1976,
fecal coliformlevels in the Russian R ver from Al exander Vall ey
to Duncan MIIs consistently exceeded the NCRWQCB' s wat er
qual ity objective for body contact recreation.* Since 1985, spot
checks for background | evels of fecal coliformfrom Tal mage in
Mendoci no County to the Casini Ranch near the nmouth of the
Russi an River indicate conpliance with the NCRAMQCB' s wat er
qual ity objective in areas which do not receive heavy
recreational use or which are not influenced by sunmmer dans.
The 50/100 m | evel of fecal coliformconcentration was exceeded
at tinmes in high-use swinm ng areas with sumer danms such as
Heal dsburg Menori al Beach, Johnson's Beach and Monte Ri o Beach.
However, an assessnment of the nmonitoring results, based upon
gui dance provided by the State Departnent of Health Services,
has indicated that no public warnings or restrictions are
war r ant ed. #°

In addition to the fecal coliformintroduced into the
Russi an Ri ver by recreational users, increased |evels can and do
result from mal functioning individual Wastewater disposal
systens. Responsibility for the abatenment of failed systens
rests with the Sonoma County and Mendoci no County health
departments. ®° The | argest unsewered areas having known probl ens
with on-site Wastewat er disposal systens in the Russian River

“®North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board,
I nteroffice Communication, by Theresa Wstrom Decenber 1994, 2.

4"NCRWQCB. Water Quality Control Plan, 3-3.00.
“SNCRWQCB. Interim Staff Report, 13.

“SNCRWQCB. I nteroffice Communication, 2.
ONCRWQCB. Interim Staff Report, 14.
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basin are | ocated along the | ower Russian River in Sonona
County.

The Sonoma County Department of Health Services retained
Questa Engi neering Corporation to performan investigation of
t he adequacy of individual septic systenms in the Canp Meeker
area in early 1989. Canp Meeker is a residential comunity of
some 350 hones | ocated about one mle north of the town of
Ccci dental al ong the Bohem an Hi ghway in Sonoma County. The
area was developed in the early 1900's as a sumer vacation area
but in nore recent years it has devel oped a per manent
popul ati on. Many of the houses are |located on small lots, in
many cases no nore than 4,000 to 5,000 square feet. All of the
hones are served by individual septic systens which are
typically very old, predating nodern health codes. >

In the 1989 survey, covering 102 houses of the 350
devel oped parcels in Canp Meeker, 37% were observed to have
surface failures. These were evidenced by saturated soils,
standi ng water or seepage in or immediately adjacent to the
| eachfield area, or the presence of greywater systens
di scharging to the ground surface. An additional 23% were
judged to have problenms on the basis of observed excessive
vegetative growth in the | eachfield area and/ or homeowner
conpl ai nts of plunbi ng back-ups, odors or |eachfield saturation
during normal winter conditions. The properties having evident
and suspected problenms were distributed throughout the Canp
Meeker area.®?

Based upon the septic system survey and water quality
sanpling, Questa concluded that water quality degradation is
occurring and a significant public health threat exists as a
result of existing on-site sewage di sposal practices in Canp
Meeker. Questa Engineering further concluded that because of
the inherently poor site conditions, nunmerous old systens and
hi gh density of devel opnent, neither an on-site septic system
mai nt enance program or the devel opnent of nei ghborhood
| eachfields to serve small clusters of homes would solve the
problem They recomended that strong consideration be given to
devel oping a community sewer systemw th either a separate
community treatment facility, or a connection to nearby
community treatment facilities.>

Early in 1989, the Sonoma County Departnent of Health

®lSonoma County Public Health Departnment, Wastewater
Pol lution Study for the Community of Canp Meeker, by Questa
Engi neering Corporation, November 1989, 1-1.

52 pid., 2-1.
31 bid., 2-3.
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Services al so retained Oscar Larson & Associates to perform an
I nvestigation of the adequacy of individual septic systens in

the Mrabel Heights area. Mrabel Heights is a residential area
with a few commerci al establishments | ocated near the confl uence
of Mark West Creek with the Russian River at the junction of

Ri ver Road and M rabel Road. The area includes 349 parcels of
property, 240 of which are devel oped.>*

That survey covered 133 of the 240 devel oped parcels in
Mari bel Hei ghts and found that 40% of the septic systens were
mal functioning and an additional 29% were found to be margi nal
| nformation provided by the Sonoma County Heal th Departnent and
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to Oscar
Larson & Associates, or from observati ons made during site
i nspections, identified an additional 80 parcels wth
mal functioning or margi nal disposal systens. Conbining al
information, an estimated 71% of the M rabel Heights area
resi dents WAstewater goes to mal functioning or marginal septic
systens. >°

Based upon the survey and water quality sanpling, Larson
concl uded severe degradati on of surface water quality is
resulting from mal functioning and margi nal on-site waste
di sposal systens in the Mrabel Heights area. Larson further
concl uded that systemrepairs are not possible within a ngjority
of the area due to the extrenely small parcel sizes and
relatively steep terrain.>®

The Monte Ri o area enconpasses approxi mately 880 acres and
i ncl udes Northwood, Bohem an Grove, Monte Rio and Villa G ande.
The area includes approximtely 950 residential and comrerci al
devel oped parcels utilizing on-site septic systens for
Wast ewat er treatnment and disposal. The mpjority of these
systenms were installed prior to the devel opment of current
septic system design standards. \While pollution studies have
not been done for any of the communities in this area, septic
system problens in this area are believed to be sinmlar to those
in the Mrabel Heights and Canp Meeker areas. The Monte Ri o
area shares many physical constraints with these areas, and
there is an extensive history of septic systemconplaints in the
Monte Rio area. Based on these simlarities, it is |likely that
there is a high failure rate of private septic systens and
contam nation of surface and

>*Sonoma County Public Health Departnent, Onsite \Wastewater
System Pol lution Study in the Mrabel Heights Area of Sonoma
County, by Oscar Larson & Associates, June 1990, 1I-2.

Ipbid., V-1, 2.
56| bid., v.
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ground water in the Monte Rio area.®’

The Odd Fel |l ows Park, Hacienda, Sumrerhone Park, Hollydale
and Rio Dell communities are |ocated along a five-mle reach of
t he Russian River between the comunities of Rio N do and
M rabel Heights. These five comunities are primarily
residential and utilize on-site septic systens for WAstewater
treatment and disposal. The mpjority of these septic systens
were also installed prior to the devel opnent of current septic
syst em desi gn standards. °®

A pollution study was perfornmed for the comunity of
Sumrer home Par k whi ch was published in April of 1990. This
study docunmented a 33% rate of septic systemfailures and
concluded that a threat to public health" existed. The study
i ndi cated that physical constraints such as small parcel sizes,
relatively steep topography, and inadequate setbacks from
exposed road cuts cause septic system mal functi ons and render
the area poorly suited for on-site Wastewater systens.>®

Whil e pollution studies have not been done for the
communi ties of Odd Fell ows Park, Hacienda, Hollydale or Rio
Dell, existing private septic systens and physical site
constraints are simlar to those of Sumrerhome Park. Based on
these simlarities, it is likely that there is a high failure
rate of private septic systenms and contam nation of surface and
ground water in these communities as well . ®°

DI SSOLVED OXYGEN

Di ssol ved oxygen (DO) is a neasure of the oxygen that is

di ssolved in water expressed in mlligranms of oxygen per liter
of water. Al gae and aquatic plants produce oxygen in quantities
exceedi ng their needs during the day and respire at night and in
the early nmorning hours, using dissolved oxygen. |f the anount
of respiration from al gae and aquatic life is high, it, in

conmbi nati on with DO demand from deconposition and sedi nents, can
result in low DO levels. I|nadequate dissolved oxygen in surface

>’Sonoma County Water Agency. West County Sanitation
Project, Staff Report for Whrkshop for the Board of Directors of
t he Russian River County Sanitation District, May 1996, 41.

58| bid., 43.
5% bi d.
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wat ers produce adverse effects on fish and other aquatic life. In
addi tion, the absence of dissolved oxygen results in the
odori ferous products of anaerobic deconposition.®

The NCRWXCB' s Water Quality Control Plan contains nunerica
water quality objectives for dissolved oxygen for various
streans. For the Russian River, the objective for dissolved
oxygen is a mnimumof 7.0 ng/l, a 90th percentile |lower |im
of 7.5 ng/l and a 50th percentile lower |inmt® of 10.0 ng/l.°%

t62

For any tenperature, there is a corresponding value for 100%
saturation of dissolved oxygen. The NCRWQCB has conducted an
eval uati on of DO saturation values from observed nmedi an
t enperature val ues, observed in the Russian River. Based upon
4,670 observations, the evaluation concluded that tenperatures
are too high in the Russian River for a DO saturation of 100%to
neet the 50 percentile lower limt of 10.0 ng/l. Based upon the
4,670 observations, the potential DO saturation of 100% was only
9.35 ng/l. Wiile it is physically possible for dissolved oxygen
| evel s to exceed 100% saturation during the diurnal period of
producti on of oxygen by al gae and aquatic plants, the useful ness
and practicality of a 50 percentile (median) lower limt
obj ective which requires supersaturation to be achievable is
suspect and is under review by the NCRWQCB. ©°

Di ssol ved oxygen observati ons have been made on the Russi an
Ri ver since 1973, however, these observations were normally made
in the daytinme. There does exist a total of 1,297 round-the-
cl ock observations of DO which were nmade in 1991, 1994 and 1995.
Of these observations, 97.1% net the m ni num obj ective of 7.0
mg/ | of DO and 80.6% net the 90th percentile objective of 7.5
mg/ 1. Predictably, only 0.5% of the observations net the 50th
percentile objective. Wile the dissolved oxygen water quality
obj ective of the NCRWQCB has not been fully attained in the
mai nstem of the Russian River, neither the reasons nor the
significance with respect to the protection of aquatic life is
wel | understood. The Regional Board is currently reeval uating
t he di ssol ved oxygen water quality objective.?®®

®INCRWQCB. Draft Staff Report, 16.

®2Ni nety percent or nore of the values nust exceed 7.5 ny/l.

®3Fifty percent or nore of the values nust exceed 10.0 ng/l.
®4NCRWQCB, Water Quality Control Plan, 3-3.00.
®*NCRWQCB. Draft Staff Report, 17, 18.

%6 bid., 17.
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TOTAL DI SSOLVED SOLI DS

Total dissolved solids (TDS) is a neasure of the
concentration of dissolved matter in water, expressed in
mlligrams per liter of water. It is influenced to the |argest
degree by groundwater inflow and Wastewat er di scharges. 1In a
natural stream TDS tends to increase fromupstreamto
downstream due to groundwater inflow and evaporation. TDS al so
tends to increase as runoff increases.®’

The NCRWQCB's Water Quality Control Plan contains nunerica
water quality objectives for total dissolved solids for various
streans. For the Russian River, upstreamfromthe Laguna de
Santa Rosa, the objective for total dissolved solids is a 90th
percentile maximumlimt of 170 nmg/l and a 50th percentile
(median) maximum |l imt of 150 ng/l. Downstream from the Laguna
de Santa Rosa, the objective for total dissolved solids is a
90t h percentile maximumlimt of 200 ng/l and a 50th percentile
(medi an) maximum limt of 150 ng/l.°%8

In 1991, the University of California at Davis Water
Qual ity Modeling group evaluated total dissolved solids in the
Russi an River using water quality data collected from 1985
t hrough 1991. In the Russian River, upstreamfromthe Laguna de
Santa Rosa, the 90th percentile TDS based upon 301 observations

was 200 ng/l and the nedian was 150 ng/l. Downstream fromthe
Laguna de Santa Rosa, the 90th percentile TDS based upon 215
observations was 200 ng/l and the nedian was 150 nmg/l. The

medi an total dissolved solids water quality objective is net in
both the upstream and downstream reaches. The 90th percentile
water quality objective is net in the downstreamreach but not
in the upstreamreach.®®

The California Departnment of Health Services drinking water
maxi mum st andard for total dissolved solids is a reconmended 500
mg/ 1, wth upper and short-termlimts of 1,000 ng/l and 1, 500
mg/ | respectively.’®

’NCRWQCB. Interim Staff Report, 15.
S8NCRWQCB. Water Quality Control Plan, 3-3.00.

“NCRWQCB. Interim Staff Report, 15.
OCali fornia Code of Regulations, Title 22, Section 64449.
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HYDROGEN | ON CONCENTRATI ON

Hydr ogen ion concentration (pH) is a neasure of the acidity
or alkalinity of water. The pH of a highly dilute solution,
such as natural bodies of water, is approximtely the sane as
t he negative common | ogarithm of the hydrogen ion concentration.
Natural waters usually have pH values in the range of 4 to 9
with seven being neutral, 4 being acidic, and 9 being basic.
Most natural waters are slightly basic due to the presence of
bi car bonat es and carbonates of the alkali and al kaline earth
metals. '

The NCRWQCB's Water Quality Control Plan contains nunerica
water quality objectives for pH for various streans. For the
Russh?n River, the maximumlimt is 85 and the mnimumlimt is
6.5.7

In 1991, the University of California at Davis Water

Qual ity Modeling group evaluated pH in the Russian River using
water quality data collected from 1985 through 1991. 1In the
Russi an River upstream fromthe Laguna de Santa Rosa, based upon
367 observations, 96.5% net the maxi mnum pH objective and all
observations net the m ni num pH objective. Downstream fromthe
Laguna de Santa Rosa, based upon 286 observations, 97.9% net the
maxi mum pH obj ective and all observations nmet the m ninum pH
obj ective. "

TOXI C CHEM CALS

The State Water Resources Control Board adopted an Inland
Surface Waters Plan (1 SWP) which contained water quality
obj ectives for an extensive list of noncarcinogenic and
carcinogenic toxic chemcals, including heavy netals. The
obj ectives take into consideration toxicity, carcinogenicity,
and bi oaccumul ati on factors. Although that plan was
subsequently rescinded by the State Board as the result of a
|awsuit, to the extent these objectives are being net in surface
wat ers, aquatic

"Lenore S. Clesceri, Arnold E. Greenberg and R Rhodes
Trussell, eds., Standard Methods for the Exam nation of Water
and Wastewater, 17th Edition. (Washington, D.C.: Anerican
Public Health Association), 1989, 4-94.

2NCRWQCB. Water Quality Control Plan. 3-3.00.

SNCRWQCB. Interim Staff Report. 16.
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organi sms and human heal th shoul d be protected. "

During the spring of 1992 the NCRWQCB sanpl ed nine
| ocations along the mainstem of the Russian River and its major
tributaries and conducted a scan for the | SWP constituents. The
results indicated conpliance with the water quality objectives
set forth in the | SWP and were below the | evel of |aboratory
detection in nost cases. Since the |aboratory detection limt
for many constituents is higher than the | SWP objectives, these
results are not conclusive. However, the NCRWQCB has al so
utilized other sanpling and anal ysis nmethods whi ch would
indicate if the | SWP constituents were present.’

The State Mussel Watch Program and the Toxic Substances
Monitoring. Programare two statew de prograns which utilize
animl tissue analysis to detect toxic substances which may be
ot herwi se bel ow detection limts. Under these progranms toxic
subst ances whi ch bi oconcentrate or bioaccunul ate are detected
t hrough the analysis of resident or transplanted aquatic
organi sms. The Russian River has been included in sanpling
efforts under the State Mussel Watch Program since 1984 and
under the Toxic Substances Monitoring Program since 1978.7°

The results of the tissue anal yses were highly vari abl e,
but in general, toxic substances have been found to be either
| ow or below the detections |imts of the applicable analytical
nmet hod. Wth respect to nercury, however, several sanples over a
peri od of several years yielded analytical results of concern.
VWiile the U S. Food and Drug Adm nistration action |evel of 0.1
ng/ kg was never exceeded, nercury values in excess of 0.05 ny/kg
were not uncommon, particularly in tissue from Lakes Mendoci no
Sonoma and Pillsbury and in tributaries not heavily inpacted by
urban runoff or Wastewater discharges. These data suggest a
natural source of nercury, which may pose a threat to human
health or wildlife.’’

ENDOCRI NE DI SRUPTORS

A book was recently rel eased under heavy publicity which
descri bes threats synthetic chem cals pose to human and
ani mal

1 bid., 17.
> bi d.
%1 bid., 18.
M bi d.
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fertility. The book has the personal endorsenent from Vice
President Al Gore and received extensive press coverage. '®

The book, Qur Stolen Future’®, states that a wi de range of
reproductive-related ills may be caused by chem cal pollutants
in the environment, including DDT, some fornms of dioxins and
PCB's, and a nunber of other synthetic substances. The idea is
t hat exposure to even traces of these chemicals in the wonb can
interfere with proper devel opnent of the reproductive system
| eading to serious consequences years or decades | ater.

Chem cal manufacturers dism ss these specul ati ons, arguing
that no one has cone close to showing a cause and effect
relati onship. Scientists on both sides of the debate
acknow edge the need for additional research.® The position of
the Anmerican Water Works Association is that additional research
is needed and that not enough is known about the science of the
i ssue to take any position. %

TURBI DI TY

Turbidity conmmonly is a problemonly when it becones
excessive. Sport fishing conditions are usually poor during
periods of high turbidity. Besides its effects on sport fishing
and the esthetics of a stream turbidity excludes sunlight and
restricts the growth of both planktonic and benthic al gae, which
are inmportant to the food chain in a stream®®

The NCRWQCB' s Water Quality Control Plan contains a
narrative objective for sedinent and a nunerical objective for
turbidity. The objective for sedinent is that the suspended
sedi ment | oad and suspended sedi nent di scharge rate of surface

BAmerican Water Works Association. Public Affairs Advisory,
March 15, 1996.

3. P. Mers, Dianne Dumanoski and Theo Col born, Qur Stolen
Future: How W Are Threatening Qur Fertility. Intelligence, and
Survival —A Scientific Detective Story (Dutton, 1996).

8M chael D. Lenpnick, "Wat's Wong Wth Qur Spern®?" Tine
March 18, 1996, 78.

81 bid., 79.

82AWM. Public Affairs Advisory.

83UsGSs. Turbidity and Suspended- Sedi ment Transport, 3.
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waters shall not be altered in such a nmanner as to cause

nui sance or adversely affect beneficial uses. The objective for
turbidity is that it shall not be increased nore than 20% above
naturally occurring background | evels beyond an established
diluti on zone. 3

Turbidity, |ike suspended-sedi nent discharge in a stream
can usually be correlated with water discharge. |In general,
turbidity increases as water discharge increases in streans with
unregul ated flows. In the Russian River, however, with its

regul ated flows, periods of turbid water nore closely correlate
with precipitation than streanfl ow. 8°

The nost persistently turbid water in the Russian River is
the water diverted fromthe Eel River into the East Fork Russian
River. During the first large rainstorns of the winter, the
water flowing into Lake Pill sbury becones highly turbid. That
water typically remains turbid for several nonths during the
wi nter and early spring. Releases and diversion of that water
t hrough the Potter Valley Project into the East Fork Russian
Ri ver cause the water flowing into Lake Mendocino to be nore
turbid than the reservoir water. Because with its high
turbidity it is denser, the inflow ng water noves al ong the
bottom of Lake Mendocino. This highly turbid water reaches the
Coyote Vall ey Dam outlet in about three days and then is
rel eased from Lake Mendocino. VWhile the Russian River generally
becomes turbid during rainstorns and clears afterwards, if |arge
rel eases of turbid water from Lake Mendoci no are made, the
Russi an Ri ver downstreamremains turbid for extended peri ods. 8

84NCRWQCB. Water Quality Control Plan. 3-3.00.
85UsGS, Turbidity and Suspended- Sedi nent Transport, 40.

8| bid., 95.
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Chapter 111, Recreation and Public Access
| NTRODUCTI ON

The Russian River has served as a vacation and recreation
area for residents of the San Francisco Bay area and northern
California for over 100 years. People canme initially by stage
coach and | ater by railroad. Upon conpletion of construction of
the Golden Gate Bridge, autonobile access from San Franci sco
caused an increase in the activity and the nunber of people
visiting the Russian River. The subsequent rapid growmth in the
popul ati on of the San Francisco Bay and North Bay area caused
addi tional increases in the demand for recreational
opportunities.?

During this period three water resources devel opnent
projects were constructed which greatly enhanced the recreation
potential of the Russian River. These are the Potter Valley
Project, the Coyote Valley Dam Project and the Warm Springs Dam
Project. The initial features of the Potter Valley Project were
conpleted in 1908. They consisted of the Cape Horn Diversion
Dam on the Eel River, a tunnel and penstock which transferred
water fromthe Eel River to the East Fork Russian River, and the
Potter Valley Powerhouse. In 1921 the construction of Scott Dam
on the Eel River was conpleted. The purpose of this feature was
to provide water for diversion through the powerhouse during | ow
fl ow periods. The construction of Coyote Valley Dam forn ng
Lake Mendoci no, was conpleted in 1959. The construction of Warm
Springs Dam form ng Lake Sonoma, was substantially conpleted in
1982.

In addition to providing extensive recreational facilities,
whi ch were devel oped in conjunction with the creation of Lakes
Mendoci no and Lake Sonoma, the operation of these projects had
the effect of significantly enhancing the recreational potenti al
of the Russian River by increasing the flows during the high use
sunmer season. In Table 1-111-1, the average uninpaired fl ows
in the Russian River during the period from 1923 through 1984
are conpared with the current m ni num fl ows which nust be
mai nt ai ned by rel eases from Lake Mendoci no and Lake Sonomm. 28
Uni npaired flows are those which would have occurred in the
absence of dans

8’California State Coastal Conservancy. Russian River Public
Access & Trespass Managenent Plan, Adm nistrative Draft, 1995, by
Hyden Associ ates Landscape Architects and Circuit Rider Productions
| ncor porated, 1.

8Sonoma County Water Agency, Urban Water Managenent
Pl an, 1991, 41.
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and consunptive uses.

Table 1-111-1
COVPARI SON OF THE NORMAL YEAR M NI MUM SUMMER STREAMFLOW W TH
AVERAGE NORMAL YEAR UNI MPAI RED FLOWS I N THE RUSSI AN RI VER AT
HACI ENDA BRI DGE 1923-1984 I N CUBI C FEET PER SECOND

M ni mum Fl ow?® 125
Aver age Uni npaired Fl ow

July 80
August 33
Sept enber 29

The flow rate of 125 cubic feet per second at Haci enda
Bridge is the mninumrate of flow necessary in the Russian
River to provide a satisfactory recreational canoeing
experience. Lesser flows result in excessive portages being
necessary. Canoe rentals from Ukiah to the nmouth of the Russian
Ri ver provide recreation for over 100,000 visitors annually.®

The econom c benefit of recreation within the Russian River
basin is substantial. The State Departnent of Tourism estimted
1993 total visitor spending at $599 mllion in Sonoma County and
$259 million in Mendocino County. O this $59 mllion and $31
mllion, respectively, was spent directly for recreation.®

RUSSI AN Rl VER

From Wkiah to the county line there are no devel oped public
access facilities and only one private recreation facility al ong
the river. Some canoeing occurs in the |lower part of this area

8Due to operational considerations, the actual flows
are substantially greater than the required m ni mum fl ows.

%Cpastal Conservancy, Russian River Managenent Plan, 2.

°lEel - Russi an Ri ver Conmi ssion. Summary of Proceedings,
Potter Valley Project Workshop, 1995, 129-131.
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but this activity drops significantly north of Squaw Rock. °?

From the county line to Heal dsburg, canoeing is the prinmary
recreational activity except in the Heal dsburg area. Bridge
crossings in this reach provide the primary access. There are no
maj or public recreation facilities along this reach north of the
Heal dsburg area. Privately owned | and al ong West Soda Rock Road
is a major use area by the Hispanic popul ation. %

The area from Jenner to Heal dsburg is nmuch nore orientated
to tourismand recreation. Along this reach there are
substantial nunbers of public and private recreational facilities
and tourismis actively pronmoted. The proximty of this area to
the ocean is an additional draw to tourists.%

The maj or use activities of the Russian River determ ned by
a survey of users are; sunbathing and picnicking - 86% of
respondents; swimmng and floating - 84% of respondents; nature
wat chi ng - 70% of respondents; and canoei ng, kayaki ng and boati ng
- 54% of respondents. Other significant activities include
fishing fromshore - 44% of respondents; canping - 36% of
respondents; and partying - 38% of respondents.®°

The seasonal distribution of Russian River use determ ned by
a survey of users is; summer - 80% of respondents; spring - 32%
of respondents; fall - 16% of respondents; and winter - 10% of
respondents. %

The geographical distribution of Russian River use
determ ned by a survey of users are; Ukiah to county line - 44%
of respondents; county line to Heal dsburg - 23% of respondents;
and Heal dsburg to Jenner - 45% of respondents. Less than 50% of
the river users surveyed use devel oped beach facilities. Thirty-
one percent (31% of the respondents acknow edged crossing
private property to gain access to the river.® Probably not
coi ncidentally, 30% of the respondents thought river access is

%2Coastal Conservancy, Russian River Management Plan, 15.

I pid., 14.
% bi d.
| pid., 10.
%| pi d.
“I'bid., 11.
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i nadequat e. %8

In addition to the | ack of access, the nmjor problens that
river users surveyed identified are; water quality - 48% of
respondents; litter - 46% of respondents; no trash cans - 43% of
respondents; |ack of restroons - 40% of respondents; and
i nadequat e parking - 34% of respondents. %

The draft Russian River Public Access & Trespass Managenent
Plan of the California State Coastal Conservancy draws a nunber
of conclusions regarding the adequacy of recreation and public
access along the Russian River. These include the follow ng:

o] An additional large recreation site is needed between
Jenner and Heal dsburg, Steel head Beach is identified as
havi ng the nost potential .

o] Publ i c access for canoe | aunching and |anding is severely
i nadequate along the reach fromthe Mendoci no-Sonoma County
line to Heal dsburg. Access sites are needed every six to
nine river mles along this reach with m ni num sanitati on,
toil et and parking facilities.!%

0 Recreation sites are needed at Comm nsky Station Road south
of Hopland and at Riverside Park (Gobbi Street) in Ukiah. %

LAKE MENDOCI NO

Lake Mendocino is divided into the followi ng six recreation

ar eas: 103

o] Sho-da-kai. The island | ocated near the damis primtive
and contains no recreational developnent. It is used
primarily for fishing and day use.

o] Chekaka. This area includes the park office, dam Ukiah's

%8 bi d., 12.
9| pi d.

100y pj d. , 20.
101 pid. 15.
102 pj d. 21.

103ERRC, Proceedi ngs, 135.
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hydroel ectric project, a steelhead trout egg taking and
inprint facilities, a 24-unit canpground, boat | aunching
facilities, day use area and overl ook.

(o] Pomo - This is a day use area which contains four acres of
turf, a visitors center, seven group picnic sites and a
sw mm ng beach

o] Kyen. This area, located at the upper end of the |ake,
i ncludes a 103 unit canpground, marina, boat |aunching
facilities, anphitheater and day use area.

o] Bushay. This area includes a 176 unit canpground within
which are three group use canp areas, an anphitheater and a
day use area with two acres of turf.

o] Mti. This is a designated wildlife area. It contains no
i nprovenents except an 18 unit primtive canpground
accessi ble only by boat or by foot.

Visitation records have been kept for Lake Mendoci no since
1964 when 550, 000 recreation days were recorded. In 1993
visitation was 1,576,000 recreation days and in 1994 it was
1,468,600 recreation days. Visitation reached a peak of
2,761,400 recreation days in 1981 and has declined somewhat
since, undoubtedly due in part to the availability of Lake
Sonoma. 14

Ei ghty-three percent (83% of the recreation days at Lake
Mendoci no are day use and 17% by canpers. The mmj or use
activities are; picnicking - 18% boating - 22% waterskiing -
13% fishing fromboat 4% fishing fromshore - 8% sw nm ng -
35% hunting - 3% and sightseeing - 29% %

The seasonal distribution of Lake Mendoci no use is; sunmmer
-45% spring - 28% fall - 16% and winter - 11% !

The percentage of visitors using the four principal
recreati on areas based upon a survey conducted from Apri
t hrough Septenber was; Chekaka - 96% of respondents; Pormo - 91%
of respondents; Kyen - 82% of respondents; and Bushay - 61% of
respondents. The nunber of visitors originating fromless than
25 mles away is 53% while 26% originate fromnore than 100

1041 pid. 136.
1051 pid. 139.
108 i d. 138.
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mles away. %’

The Corps of Engineers has estinmated the annual maxi num
practical use of Lake Mendocino at only 550,000 recreation
days. This is the capacity of |and and water to acconmpdate
visitation considering expected use patterns and acceptable
crowding. |If 8 additional boat |aunch |anes and 314
addi ti onal canpsites were devel oped, this capacity could be
increased to 1,100,000 visitor days, which is considered the
maxi mum potential of the resource. The current annual
visitation of approximtely 1,500,000 results in crowded
conditions in parking |lots, canpgrounds and beaches during
hol i days and some weekends during the peak nonths. 108

LAKE SONOVA

Lake Sonoma is divided into the follow ng six
principal recreation areas: %

o] Warm Springs Dam Recreation Area. Located just downstream
of Warm Springs Dam this area occupies the |argest piece of
relatively flat land within the project boundaries.
This day use area includes 12 acres of turf, individua
and group picnic areas and parking. Adjacent
attractions include Dry Creek, the Visitors Center and
t he Don Cl ausen Fish Hatchery.

o] Project Overl ook Area. Located off Stewarts Point Road,
this area includes an access road and parking | ot serving
an arbor-covered view ng plaza and view ng tower.
Restroonms serve the viewing visitors as well as the
adj acent trail heads.

o] Lake Sonoma Marina. This concessionaire-operated marina
is located south of the overlook and is reached by an
access road from Stewarts Point Road. The marina has
i ndi vi dual and group picnic areas and restroons and
offers a boat |aunch ranp, boat slips, boat rentals,
fueling station and a canp store.

o] Public Boat Ranp. This area is |ocated just west of the
WAarm Springs Bridge. |t consists of a |arge parking area

07 bid., 139.
1081 phid., 140-143.

109y s. Arny Corps of Engineers, Lake Sonoma CESPK BRO 360- 1-

32, 1992
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and a nmulti-Ilane boat |aunch ranmp.

o] Li berty d en Canpground. This area, |ocated south of

Rockpi | e Road, contains restroons, hot showers, trailer dunp
station, 113 individual canpsites and two group canp areas
for recreational vehicles and tent canpers.

o] Yorty Creek Recreation Area. This area is located at the
end of Hot Springs Road about 5 m | es sout hwest of
Cloverdale. It consists of a car top boat l[aunch facility,

par ki ng, a swi mm ng beach, picnic area and toilets.

In addition the Lake Sonoma recreational facilities include
40 m |l es of devel oped hi king and equestrian trails and 115 boat -
in primtive canp sites situated near the |ake. There is also
an 8,000 acre wildlife management area.*°

Visitation records for years 1991 through 1993 show
visitation remaining relatively constant at about 470, 000
visitations per year. 1In 1991 the total nunber of visitors was
474,500; in 1992 there were 469,600 visitors; and in 1993 there
were 461,300 visitors. !

Ei ghty-ei ght percent (88% of the recreation days at Lake
Sonoma are day use and 12% by canpers. The major use activities
are; picnicking - 19% swimmng - 24% water skiing - 21%
boating - 45% sightseeing - 24% and fishing - 10% 1!

The seasonal distribution of use of Lake Sonomm is; sunmmer -
45% spring - 28% fall - 19% and winter - 8% **3

The percentage of visitor hours at the various recreation
areas in 1992 was; Warm Springs Dam Recreation Area - 5%
Proj ect Overlook - 2% Lake Sonoma Marina - 15% Public Boat
Ramp 31% Liberty den Canpground - 22% Yorty Creek Recreation
Area 6% boat-in canpsites - 15% other, including equestrian
and hiking trails - 3%

The Lake Sonoma Master Plan proposed the construction of a

10y s, Arny Corps of Engineers, NRMS |mage List,
Proj ect Number 04990. 1993, 1994 and 1995.

11 pid.
121 pid.
1131 pi d.

1141 pi d.
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total of 506 canpsites and 82 nmiles of trails and nunerous ot her
recreational features. Wth all of the proposed facilities,
annual visitation carrying capacity of Lake Sonoma was projected
to be 1,520,000. Only 45% of the canpsites and about half of
the trail mileage has been devel oped.!!® Many of the other
proposed facilities also have not been constructed. The Corps
of Engi neers five-year plan does include the proposed

devel opnent of the planned Cherry Creek and Hot Springs Road

camp areas, which woul d add about 100 additional canpsites. !!®

11%y,s. Arny Corps of Engineers, Lake Sonoma Master Pl an,
1979, 150.

11eBarbara Cooper, U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers, personal
conmuni cation on January 27, 1996.
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Chapter 1V, Gravel Mining

| NTRODUCTI| ON

A total of 51 mllion tons of aggregate was produced in
Sonoma County during the ten year period 1981-1990. O this
ampunt, 16.9 mllion tons, or 34% canme fromquarries; 24.2
mllion tons, or 47% cane fromterrace pits; and 9.9 mllion
tons, or 19% percent canme frominstream operations. Projections
of the need within Sonoma County for aggregate from 1991-2020
range froma low of 75 mllion tons to a high of 171 mllion
tons. 7

No equival ent figures for gravel mning in Mendoci no County
are avail abl e. '8

RUSSI AN Rl VER GEOVIORPHOL OGY

The Russian River in Sononma County can be divided into
three discrete reaches, separated by geologic controls such as
bedrock constrictions. These reaches are designated as the
Al exander Valley reach, the m ddle reach and the | ower reach.
Upstream from Cl overdal e, the Russian River is confined between
Ward Mountain and Squaw Rock. The river valley w dens between
Cl overdal e and Jintown and forns the Al exander Valley reach
bef ore reachi ng another constriction around Fitch Mountain. The
river valley w dens again between Heal dsburg and Wohl er Bri dge
to formthe mddle reach. The stretch of river between Whler
Bridge and the ocean is the | ower reach. The Russian River can
be conceptualized as a series of cells, with npost gravel
resources located in the wider valleys. The river connecting
these cells act primarily as conveyance channels with only
limted gravel storage.!'®

The Russian River in Mendocino County consists of the two
branches of the river upstream fromthe confluence of the East
Fork Russian River and the Russian River (the forks) , and the
two discrete reaches form ng the Ukiah and Hopl and val |l eys
downstream fromthe forks. The East Fork Russian River forms
Potter Valley

17County of Sonomm, Sonomm County Aggregate Resources

Managenent Pl an and Environnental | npact Report, 1994, S 3
“8penni s Slota, Mendoci no County \Water Agency, persona
communi cati on on February 29, 1996.

11950noma County, Managerment Pl an and ElR, 4.3-1.
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and the main stemupstreamfromthe forks forns Redwood Vall ey.
Uki ah Vall ey extends fromriver mle 96 to 84.5. The Hopl and
gorge constriction separates the two reaches and extends from
river mle 84.5 to 79. The Hopland Valley extends fromriver
mle 79 to 74. The Squaw Rock constriction extends fromriver
mle 74 to 63 to the upstream end of Al exander Valley in Sonoma
County. 20

The first detail ed channel survey of the Russian River in
Sonoma County was undertaken by the U S. Arny Corps of ENngineers
in 1940. This survey extended fromR ver Mle 0.0 at Jenner to
River Mle 32.0 near Heal dsburg. The Corps resurveyed the
Russian River fromR ver Mle 19.7 near CGuerneville to River
Mle 68.8 above Cloverdale in 1971. The Sonoma County Water
Agency has annual |y surveyed 27 cross—sections along the Russian
River fromthe State H ghway 1 bridge near Jenner to the Od
Preston Bridge near Cloverdale since 1983. O these cross-
sections, 23 were also surveyed between 1971 and 1983, and a few
were surveyed prior to 1971. The Sonoma County Pl anni ng
Depart nent has conducted surveys of cross-sections in the mddle
reach since 1981. 1'%

Longi tudi nal profiles of the river bed in the Al exander
Val | ey indicate substantial channel degradation occurred at the
upstream and downstream ends of this reach between 1971 and
1991. At river mle 62 in Cloverdale, at the upstreamend of the
Al exander Valley, the channel thalweg dropped at | east eight
feet between 1971 and 1982. However, a small amount of
aggradati on has occurred at this |ocation since 1982. At river
mle 57 near Asti, the river thalweg degraded approxi mately one
foot between 1971 and 1991, however, long-termrecords (1959-
1990) of the elevation of the river at a flow rate of 100 cfs
i ndi cate that the channel is neither aggradi ng nor degrading in
this area. At river mle 52 at Geyserville, about seven feet of
aggradati on occurred between 1971 and 1982, and an additi onal
three feet of aggradation occurred between 1982 and 1991.
Between river mle 46 at Jintown and river mle 51 a maxi mum
measur ed degradation of 12 feet occurred between 1971 and 1982
at river mle 50. Smaller ambunts of degradation occurred
between river mles 50 and 51 during this period. However,
between river mles 51 and 52, sone aggradation took place from
1986 to 1991. 1%

12030an L. Florsheim and Peter Goodw n. Geonorphic and
Hydrol ogic Conditions in the Russian River. California;
Hi storic Trends and Existing Conditions. My, 1995, 5.

12lsonoma County. Managenment Plan and EIR, 4. 3-2.

122 hid., 4.3-13 through 4. 3-16.
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Longi tudi nal profiles of the river bed in the mddle reach
i ndi cate substantial channel degradation occurred within this
reach between 1940 and 1968, with up to 10 feet of degradation
in some places. Between 1968 and 1991 there was an additi onal
average lowering of 5 to 8 feet in the channel thal weg
t hroughout the m ddle reach, with the greatest degradation
occurring between the U.S. H ghway 101 bridge and Dry Creek (in
the vicinity of river mle 31). Fromriver mle 27 to 29 there
was about four feet of degradation between 1968 and 1972 with
little change occurring between 1972 and 1991. %23

Longi tudinal profiles of the river bed in the | ower reach
i ndi cate significant aggradation occurred within this reach
bet ween 1971 and 1989. Most of the channel change occurred at
t he upper end of the reach with about seven feet of aggradation
occurring at river mle 19.8 and two feet occurring at river
mle 19.2. Changes between river mle 16 at the Guerneville
Bridge and river mle 6 were | ess pronounced, w th aggradation
and degradation of about one foot. At river mle 2 near the
mout h of the Russian River, the channel aggraded about 4 feet
between 1971 and 1976. At the State H ghway 1 bridge,
aggradation of two feet occurred between 1980 and 1989. %%

Hi storic survey data in Mendoci no County include a 1940
Cor ps of Engi neers survey of the thalweg and a 1979
phot ogrammetric survey by the Federal Energency Managenent
Agency (FEMA). The FEMA survey show the summer flow water
surface rather than the actual underwater channel configuration.
A field survey of a short reach near Feliz Creek was conducted
by Mendocino County in 1989. %

A conparison of a longitudinal profile surveyed by the
Corps of Engineers in 1940 to a |longitudinal profile derived
fromthe FEMA photogrametric survey shows that substanti al
degradati on of the Russian River streanbed has occurred in the
Uki ah Val l ey reach of the Russian River. The profiles indicate
channel degradation from Lake Mendocino Drive at about river
mle 94 to about river mle 83.5. A mninmum (the 1979
el evations are water surface) of about 10 feet of degradation
occurred at Lake Mendocino Drive, up to about 18 feet at river
mle 93, and up to 10 feet downstream of the W I | ow Rubbl e Dam

at river mle 88.12°

123 pi d. , 4.3-34,

124 pi d. , 4.3-43,

125F) or shei m and Goodwi n, Geonor phi ¢ and Hydr ol ogi ¢
Condi ti ons, 12.

128| pj d.
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A conparison of the longitudinal profile surveyed by the
Corps of Engineers in 1940 to the |ongitudinal profile derived
fromthe FEMA photogranmetric survey indicates that several feet
of degradation of the Russian River streanbed has al so occurred
in the Hopland Valley reach. Continuing degradation is
i ndicated by a 1989 field survey performed in 1989 by Mendoci no
County between the Hi ghway 101 bridge and Feliz Creek. %’

U.S. Geol ogical Survey stream gauge records show t he water
surface elevation at a 100 cfs flow rate declined by just over 3
feet at the gaging station near Hopland from 1956 to 1990. At
t he USGS Uki ah gaging station the 100 cfs water surface
el evation dropped by 5.5 feet from 1952 to 1989. 28

| NSTREAM M NI NG

From 1981 t hrough 1990 instream gravel renoved fromthe
Al exander Valley was 7,265 thousand tons. During the sane
period 1,641 thousand tons were renoved fromthe m ddle reach
for a total of 8,906 thousand tons, which represents an average
renoval rate of 891 thousand tons per year. From 1991 through
1995, instream gravel renoved fromthe Al exander Valley was
2,479 thousand tons. During the sane period no gravel was
renoved fromthe mddle reach. The total of 2,479 thousand tons
represents an average renoval rate of 496 thousand tons per
year . 129

127 pi d.

128\endoci no County Water Agency, Graph of Water Surface
El evation for 100 cfs. USGS Stations with O d Uki ah Adj ust ed.

129Sonoma County. Russian River |Instream Gravel Renpval
in Tons. 1981-1995, February 20. 1996.
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Chapter V, Fishery

| NTRODUCTI ON

O the forty-eight fish species that exist or have existed
in the Russian River, only the 19 species listed in Table 1I-V-|
are native to the Russian River. The 29 fish species listed in
Tabl e 1-V-2 have been introduced. Mst of the introduced fish
were perceived to be valuable sports fish at the tine of
i ntroduction, however, sonme were al so species with predatory
behavi or. Introduction of non-native fishes began in 1872 with
the first predator introductions in 1899. Predators introduced
in the Russian River were | argenouth bass, small nmouth bass,
stri ped bass, channel catfish and green sunfish. The introduced
predat or species tend to occupy the lower river, effectively
precl udi ng use by sal nonids. Table 1-V-3 |ists nunbers and
dates of the exotic fishes planted in the Russian River for
whi ch actual records in the California Department of Fish and
Gane files have been found. '

Tabl e 1-V-1
NATI VE FI SH OF THE RUSSI AN RI VER

Commbobn Nane

Ri ver Lanprey

West ern Brook Lanprey
Paci fic Lanprey

Green Sturgeon

Whi te Sturgeon

Cal i forni a Roach

Hitch

Har dhead

Sacranment o Squawfi sh
Sacranment o Sucker

Pi nk Sal non

Coho Sal non

St eel head Trout

Chi nook Sal non

Thr eespi ne Stickl eback
Coastrange Scul pin
Prickly Scul pin

Riffle Scul pin

Russi an River Tule Perch

130gt @i ner Envi r onment al
Decline in the Russian Ri ver,

Current Status

Unknown

Unknown

Common, Seasonal
Rar e

Rar e

Conmmon

Unknown

Common

Commmon

Conmmon

Probably Extinct
Rare, Seasonal
Conmpbn, Seasonal
Rare, Seasonal
Conmon

Commmon

Commmon

Conmmon

Rar e

Consul ting, History of Sal nonid

1996, 3.3-2 through 4.



Table 1-V-2

| NTRODUCED FI SH OF THE RUSSI AN RI VER

Common Nane Current Status
Anmeri can Shad Conmon, Seasonal
Gol df i sh Conmon

Carp Common
Sacrament o Bl ackfi sh Unknown

VWhite Catfish Unknown

Bl ack Bul | head Unknown

Br own Bul | head Unknown

Channel Catfi sh Unknown

Lake Vhitefish

Cutt hroat Trout

Atl antic Sal non
Brown Trout

East ern Brook Trout
Lake Trout

Probably Extinct
Probably Extinct
Probably Extinct
Rar e

Probably Extinct
Probably Extinct

West ern Mosquitofish Rar e

I nl and Silversides Unknown
Striped Bass Rar e
Sacranment o Perch Unknown
Green Sunfi sh Common
Bl uegi I | Conmon
Redear Sunfi sh Unknown
Smal | mout h Bass Conmon
Lar genout h Bass Conmon
Splittail Unknown
Fat head M nnow Unknown
ol den Shi ner Unknown
Vhi te Crappie Unknown
Bl ack Crappie Unknown

Yel | ow Perch Probably Extinct

Lake Mendocino primarily supports warmvater fishes. Kokanee
sal nron and rai nbow trout were stocked in the reservoir after it
filled, but only a small trout population remains. Warmnater
speci es include |argenouth bass, striped bass, redear sunfish,
bl uegill, black crappie and channel catfish. Striped bass are
stocked in the reservoir, but the other species have self-
sust ai ni ng popul ati ons. 13!

131 Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., Fisheries Study of the
| ncreased Use of the Existing Russian River Projects Alternative
for the Sonoma County Water Agency Water Supply and Transm ssi on
System Proj ect, August 1995, 2-23, 24.
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Lake Sonoma's fishery is primarily conprised of |argenouth
bass, redear sunfish, rainbow trout and channel catfish
Smal | nrout h bass have been planted in the reservoir but are not
sel f-sustaining. Threadfin shad were introduced to supply
forage for |argenouth bass. The trout spawn in the streans
tributary to Lake Sonoma and feed offshore during the remai nder
of the year. 132

Table 1-V-3
EXOTI C FI SH PLANTINGS I N THE RUSSI AN RI VER

&

n_
Sal noni d
p
genout h
Bl uegi I |
Sunfi sh
ped

' |Smal | nout h

' |Bass
' |Sacr anent o

v |Lar

: Yel | ow
' [Per ch

: G een
' [Per ch

' [Bass

1870- 79
1880-89 -
1890-99 - -- .-
1900-09 --- .-
1910-19 --- --- .-
1920-29 --- --- .-
1930-39 --- .- --
1940-49 --- .- .-
1950-59 - -- .- --
1960-69 - -- . .-
1970-79 --- . . . . . . . cee e
1980-89 - -- . . . --- .- .- --- cee e
1990-95 --- .- .- --- .- .- .- .- cee e

w
+ ©lCatfish

1 1 1 8Spp
o

v »|Car

o
H
. ©

Lake
L T T T T T T B | 8\/\h|teflsh

TOTAL: 5 39,000 10,000 106 33,545 10 18 18 3,000 18

Br ook Cut t hr oat Lake Atlantic
Tr out Tr out Tr out Sal npbn

1870-79 ~ 29, 000 - - -
1880- 89 --- 307, 000 .- .-
1890-99 100,000 925, 000 47,500 .-
1900- 09 .- .- . .-
1910-19 4,000 .- . .-
1920-29 711, 000 .- .- 18, 000
1930- 39 .- .- .- 12, 000
1940- 49 .- .- .- .-
1950- 59 .- .- .- .-
1960- 69 .- .- .- .-
1970- 79 .- .- .- .-
1980- 89 .- .- .- .-
1990- 95 .- .- .- .-
TOTAL: 844,000 1,232,000 47,500 30, 000

Sal noni d

The historical record of the abundance of the Russian River
fishery is sparse. Federal and state agency records are often
limted to brief field observations or gross estinmates w thout
significant substantiation. The early cannery records give a
feel for the general magnitude of the early sal non presence, but

132 bid. , 2-28.
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fail to el aborate on species conposition. Anecdotal reports
from sportswiters and others denonstrate a mpj or presence of
steel head trout in the Russian River, but lack the rigor of a
popul ati on study. Mich of the hatchery and fish planting

hi story consists of highly summari zed tables in biennial
reports. In response to the |lack of a conpilation of the data
t hat does exist, in late 1995 the Sonoma County WAter Agency
retai ned Steiner Environnmental Consulting to collect and

eval uate the best available information on the current and
historical salnonid fisheries of the Russian River. '3

Fi ve anadronmous fish species existing in the Russian River
are economcally inportant. These are steel head trout, coho
sal non, chi nook sal non, Anerican shad and striped bass.3*

St eel head trout and coho sal non are native. The historical

exi stence of chinook salnon is nuch debated. A fourth sal nonid
speci es, pink salnon, once existed in small nunmbers, but is now
believed to be extinct in Russian River. Anerican shad and
striped bass are introduced sport fish.

COHO SALMON

Coho sal non were once so prevalent in the Russian River
that they supported a comercial fishery. Cannery records give
no nention of species, but fish weighing between 8 and 20
pounds, suggesting coho, were a large part of the catch. In
1888, according to the United States Bureau of Fish and
Fi sheries, 183,597 pounds of fish were caught for cannery and
personal use near Duncan MIIls. Assum ng an average fish weight
of 12 pounds, this would represent 15,300 fish, many of which
wer e undoubtedly coho. In 1975 coho escapenent in the Russian
Ri ver was estimated to have declined to 7,000 fish. 1In 1982 the
U S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers estimated Russian Ri ver escapenent
of coho at 5,000 fish with 300 attributed to Dry Creek. 3

Hi storically, coho probably spawned throughout the Russian
Ri ver basin as far upstream as the East Fork Russian River.
Coho may presently spawn naturally in only four tributaries of
the Russian River. These are Geen Valley Creek, Maacam Creek,
Giffin Creek, and WIllow Creek. WII|ow Creek probably retains

133st ei ner, History of Salnonid Decline, 1.1-1.

134j0nes & Stokes, Fisheries Study, 2-7.

135st ei ner, History of Sal nonid Decline, 2.0-1.
138) pj d.
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the largest natural run on the Russian River.?!®

I n January 1994 the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) published a notice of receipt of a petition for listing
of coho sal non t hroughout its range in Washi ngton, Oregon, Idaho
and California and to designate critical habitat under the
f ederal Endangered Species Act. In July 1995 NMFS published a
proposed rule to list coho salnon as threatened in the centra
California coastal area. While this area extends northerly to
Punta Gorda and includes the Russian River, the proposed rule
acknow edged that "the available data for assessing popul ation
nunmbers and trends over time in the northern portion of this ESU
are limted for making a determ nation as to whether or not the
ESU warrants listing as threatened or endangered". ESU is an
acronym for "evolutionarily significant unit" and in this
instance it refers to the central California coast.'®

Since the m d-1930's, approximately 2.1 mllion coho sal non
have been planted in the Russian River. The first recorded coho
were planted in 1937, when 171,500 fish were rel eased, nostly in
Mendoci no County. No further coho were planted until 1963.
Since that tinme, coho have been consistently planted in the
Russi an River. Over the period 1963 to 1995, approximately two
mllion coho were planted. From 1940 to 1980 over 137,000 coho
were rescued, 44% of which were of introduced stock. North
coast streans accounted for npbst of these introductions. !

The Don Cl ausen fish hatchery at Warm Springs Dam has
mai nt ai ned a successful run of coho sal non since operations
began there in late 1980. Since 1986, the returning coho have
averaged 260 adults. The hatchery run consists of fish from
Prairie Creek, Noyo River, Hollow Tree Creek and the Iron Gate
hatchery on the Trinity River. Wile the effect these and
pl ants from ot her systens have had on the natural Russian River
coho stocks is unknown, it is unlikely any pure native Russian
Ri ver coho are |eft. 40

B'Trinity Associates, An Assessment of National Marine
Fi sheries Service Proposed Rule to List Coho Sal non of the
Central California Coast as threatened under the Federal
Endanger ed Species Act, My 1996, 56.

138Federal Register, Vol. 59, No. 17. January 26. 1994,
commenci ng at 3662 and Vol .60, No. 142, Tuesday, July 25,
1995, commencing at 38011.

139t ei ner. History of Sal nonid Decline, 3.6-5.

Y0Trinity Associates. NMFS Proposed Rule to List Coho
Sal mon, 64.
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CHI NOOK SAL MON

The existence of naturally-occurring historic chinook
sal non runs in the Russian River is debated. Cannery records
from before 1890 indicate nost sal non harvested were too snal
to be chinook. Reports and communications in the 1940's and
1950' s suggest the possibility that chinook occasionally
penetrated the Russian River in small nunbers and that a few
were caught in the lower river. Mre recently, sone California
Departnent of Fish and Gane biol ogi sts have cl ai med that chinook
sal non historically spawned in the upper drainage of the Russian
Ri ver. %

In later years, a larger chinook abundancy resulted from
hat chery suppl ementation. Estimated chi nook escapement by the
California Departnent of Fish and Gane in 1966 was 1, 000 fish.
In 1982 the U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers estimted chinook
escapenent at 500 fish. However, these efforts have not
resulted in the establishnent of a viable chinook run. Returns
to the fish hatchery at Warm Springs Damfrom 1980 to 1996 range
fromzero to a high of 304 fish in 1988. Only one chinook
arrived in 1993 and 1994 and none in 1995 and 1996. Regardl ess
of origin, hatchery or wild, there are very few chinook sal non
presently in the Russian River.%

More than eight mllion chinook sal nbn have been planted in
the Russian River. The first recorded plant took place in 1881,
when 15,000 fish were released into the mainstem The first
consi stent planting extended from 1949 to 1970. This effort
failed to establish a viable population. A second sustained
effort began at the Warm Springs Dam hatchery in 1982 and is
continuing. The only chinook sal non rescues took place in 1939
and account for only 2,335 fish, all fromthe Eel River basin.
Sources of chi nook sal non stocks which have been planted in the
Russi an Ri ver included Sacranento River, Eel River, Silver Kin
Creek, Klamath River, Green River in Wsconsin and Mad River.®

STEELHEAD TROUT

Russi an River steel head trout runs were once the third
| argest in California. Current popul ations, however, have
decreased significantly fromhistoric levels. Early population

¥l pid., 2.0-2.
1421 pi d.
1431 pid. 3.6-3, 4.
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estimtes are | acking, but anecdotal evidence alludes to |arge
runs of steel head throughout the entire Russian River basin.
During the 1930's through the 1950's the Russian River was
renowned as one of the world' s finest steel head streans. The
1936 sport catch of steel head was estinmated at 15,000 fish. The
1957 sport catch was estimated at 25,000 fish with the total

st eel head popul ation in the Russian River estinmated at 57, 000.
There are no basin-w de estimates since then but hatchery
returns show a large decline. Since 1981, conbined return
nunmbers for Warm Springs and Coyote Dans range froma | ow of 333
fish to a high in 1995 of 10,310 fish. The steelhead returns to
t he Don Cl ausen Fish Hatchery and Coyote Valley Dam fish

facility from 1980 through 1996 are shown in Figure 1-V-1.1%

Figure 1-V-1
STEELHEAD RETURNS TO WARM SPRI NGS AND
COYOTE VALLEY DAM FI SH FACI LI TI ES

& Covyols Valey
Swam Spings

Fish Humbers

i iiiidietit
144 bi d. 2.0-3.
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In May 1994 the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMS)
publ i shed a notice of receipt of a petition for listing of
st eel head t hroughout its range in Washi ngton, Oregon, |daho and
California and to designate critical habitat under the federal
Endanger ed Species Act.!* On July 30, 1996 officials at the
Nati onal Marine Fisheries Service announced that they were
proposing to |list steelhead from Southern California to the
Canadi an border as either endangered or threatened. 1In the
proposal steel head from Los Angel es County to the Russian River
woul d be listed as endangered. '*®

At least 30 mllion steel head have been planted in the
Russi an River since 1870. Two nmmj or periods of steel head
pl anting exist. The first period was from 1890 to 1939, peaking
in 1920 to 1929 when approximtely 5.6 mllion steel head were
pl anted. The second period was from 1980 to the present when
over 15 million steel head were planted.*’

Al most all steel head planted prior to 1980 were of
i ntroduced stocks. Docunmented plants in the Russian River
i ncl ude stocks fromthe San Lorenzo River, Scott Creek, Prairie
Creek, Eel River, Mad River and Washougal River in Washi ngton.
In 1980, the California Departnment of Fish and Gane pl anting
phi |l osophy shifted to planting progeny of adults returning to
t he Don Cl ausen Fish Hatchery at Warm Springs Dam From 1980
until 1989, progeny of these fish conprised 93 percent of the
fish planted in the Russian River. Since 1990, all hatchery
st eel head pl anted have been progeny of adults returning to the
Warm Springs and Coyote Valley Dam facilities. 8

AMERI CAN SHAD AND STRI PED BASS

Sportfishing for Anerican shad is popular in the Russian
Ri ver downstream from Heal dsburg. Anerican shad reportedly once
ranged as far upstream as Ukiah, but their upstream m gration
has been bl ocked by the Heal dsburg Dam for nmany years. In 1971
there were an estimated 11,000 to 22,000 shad in the Russian
Ri ver. No

1%°Federal Register, Vol. 59. No. 102, May 27. 1994,
commenci ng at 27527.

14630dy Kl ei nberg, Steelhead listing as inperiled proposed,
The Press Denocrat, July 31, 1996, B-1.

147st ei ner, History of Sal nonid Decline, 3.6-3, 4.

148 phid., 3.6-4.
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| ater popul ation estimates exist.*®

Striped bass once supported a significant sport fishery in
the Russian River. |In 1924 striped bass weighing 28 and 72
pounds were taken fromthe Russian River. 1In 1936 the sport
catch was 9,838, and in 1941 it was estimated at 59,000 fish. No
popul ation estimtes exist since 1941, but striped bass are rare
and the population is not thought to be self sustaining in the
Russi an River.®°

SALMONI D ABUNDANCY DETERM NANTS

A nunber of interrelated factors have affected the
abundancy of the Russian River salnmon and steel head trout.
These include the stream geonor phol ogy, ocean productivity,
hat chery planting, river flow rate and water tenperature, sport
and commercial fishing, barriers to mgration, watershed
practices and i nadequate water diversion screening. Sone of
these factors vary naturally and sone are affected by, or occur
as a result of, human activities. !

Geonor phol ogy

In their natural state, rivers mgrate across their
val l eys. This mgration results fromthe erosion, deposition and
transport of sedinment in response to naturally changing flows.
This process in the Russian River has been significantly
affected by | and use practices, the construction and operation
of danms, and the gravel mining described in Chapter |V. %2

Prior to these activities, the aquatic and riparian
habitats of the Russian River were quite different from present
conditions. The river was shall ower and w der, nmeandering
across the alluvial valleys. These neanders created oxbows and
meanderi ng side sl oughs. Seasonal wetlands and backwat er
mar shes were al so present. These seasonal habitats created
areas for rearing steel head and coho sal non which no | onger
exi st. %3

149 pid. , 2.0-4.

150) pj d.

131 pid. 3.1-1 through 3.7-4.
1921 pid. , 3.4-1.

193] pj d.
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Ccean Productivity

Chi nook sal nron escapenent indices for several northern
California and southern Oregon streans, shown in Figure 1-V-1,
reveal a long-termpattern of peak in adult returns in the late
1980's and a dramatic collapse in all streans by 1991. Toget her
with a simlar analysis of steelhead return rates, this supports
a hypothesis that this major decline was driven by one or nore
environnmental factors common to several river basin in a fairly
br oad geographi cal range, the obvious variable being ocean
productivity. Climatic regimes affecting juvenile and adult
m grations were probably only of m nor inportance because many
of the river systens had regul ated fl ows and | ocal weather
patterns varied considerably over the two-state region.

Figure 1-V-1
Nort h Coast Chi nook Sal mon Escapenent Trends
as a Percent of Historical Averages
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1541 pid. , 3.5-1, 5.
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Long-term cycles in ocean productivity have been linked to
cyclical changes in the strength and direction of major ocean
currents. Studies have reveal ed patterns of climatic and marine
i nfluence on a sonewhat broader geographic and tinme range than
t he chinook analysis. The nodel devel oped as part of these
studies incorporated the effects of broad-based climatic
vari abl es including north Pacific atnospheric pressure, sea
surface tenperatures, and the EI N no southern oscillation
phenonenon. These variables are linked to variations in the
north-south split of the major east-flow ng trans-Pacific
current that in turn influence the relative strengths of the
Al aska and California currents. A relationship between Gulf of
Al aska and west coast sal non popul ati ons has been correl at ed
with cyclical changes in these near-shore currents. Coast al
upwel i ng and downwel ling is generally considered to be one of
the primary mechanisnms linking shifts in ocean current patterns
wi th changes in biological productivity throughout the food web
in the respective ocean foragi ng domains. *°°

Cycles in ocean productivity also have been reveal ed by
mari ne sedi nent records. Fish scale deposition rates for the
Paci fic sardi ne and northern anchovy covering the period from
A.D. 270 through 1970 have been neasured. A detailed analysis
of this data reveal ed cyclical collapses and recoveries in
popul ation | evels throughout the 1700 years of record. Because
the anchovy is a principal diet itemfor salnmon, it is
reasonabl e to assune that these historical population cycles
woul d be reflected to some degree in sal nonid popul ati on trends
as wel| . 1°°

Hat chery Pl anting

Hat chery progranms have added substantial nunbers of
sal nonids to the Russian River system As noted above, since
1870, approximately 30 mllion steelhead, 8 mllion chinook, and
2.1 mllion coho have been planted in the basin. 1In addition, a
| arge number of rescued fish from other basins were planted in
t he Russian River system Such | arge-scale planting can inpact
native sal nonid popul ati ons through | oss of genetic material,
i nbreedi ng, run-tinme change, conpetition, predation and
desease. '®

The term "stock"” denotes fish that spawn in a particular
river systemat a particular season, and that do not interbreed
to any substantial degree with any group spawning in a different

15 pid., 3.5-
156) pi d. , 3.5-
17 pid. 3. 6-

, 2.
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pl ace, or in the sanme place at a different season. The term
"native" denotes fish descended from original stocks present
prior to devel opment. The term "out-of-basin stocks" denotes
fish brought into one river basin from another. °®

There is a relatively recent trend in hatchery managenent
to nove away from usi ng non-native sal nonid stocks and toward
pl anting progeny of locally returning adults. Prior to 1980,
stocks fromdiverse origins were commonly planted in the Russian
River. Historically, at |east seven steel head, six chinook, and
five coho stocks were introduced into the Russian River from
ot her basins. Also, prior to 1980, hatcheries often
i ncorporated the practice of cross-breeding fish of different
stocks. Due to decades of out-of-basin stock introductions,
nati ve Russian River stocks may be forever lost. The
predom nant fish in the Russian River today is likely a locally
adapted stock derived from many stocks and carrying some native
Russi an River genetic material. During the 1980's and 1990's,
the concept of ecological distinctness and genetic fitness of
| ocal stocks gained strength. As a consequence, efforts have
increased to protect these specific adaptions by propogating
locally returning fish in their respective drai nages.

Ri ver Fl ow and Water Tenperature

As noted in Part 1, Chapter IIl the construction and
operation of the Coyote Valley Damon the Russian River and the
Potter Valley Project on the Eel River, which stores Eel River
wat er and diverts it into the East Fork Russian River, have
significantly altered the flow of the Russian River. Table 1-1-
I11-1 conpares the average normal year uninpaired flow of the
Russian River at the Hacienda Bridge with the current 125 cfs
m ni mum fl ow requi rement downstream fromthe Dry Creek
confluence. The mean summer uninpaired flows range from 29 to
80 cfs. The current regul ated normal year flow al ways exceeds
125 cfs, usually by substantial anpunts.

The increased sumer flows substantially expanded the
habitat for warm water fishes in the mainstem Russian River.
The warm water fish both prey on juvenile sal nonids and conpete
with salnonids for habitat. The increased sumer flows al so
elimnated the stratified pool habitat which is believed to have
provi ded a sumrer refugia for mainstemrearing sal nonids prior
to the regul ated sumer fl ows. 10

158 pid. , 3.6-2.
1591 pij d.
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Cool water releases from Coyote Dam | ower water
tenperatures in the Russian River downstream fromthe dam but
t he benefits dimnish bel ow Hopl and due to ambi ent war m ng.
Preferred tenperatures for sal nonids are between 13 and 20°C.
At tenperatures above 20°C sal nonids suffer stress, between 23
and 26°C sal nonids suffer chronic physiol ogical stress, and
t enper at ures above 28°C are lethal. At sumer tenperatures in
t he Russian River between Hopland and Cl overdal e, sal nonids are
stressed, and summer tenperatures below Cloverdale are too warm
for juvenile sal nonids. *?

Cool water released from Warm Springs Dam keeps
tenperatures in Dry Creek below 16°C which limts warm water
fish intrusion into Dry Creek. Figure 1-1-2 in Part 1, Chapter
| lists the m ninmum streanflows which nust be maintained in Dry
Creek with rel eases from Lake Sononma. The normal year sunmmrer
mnimumis 80 cfs. Before Warm Springs Dam was construct ed,
summer flows in Dry Creek ranged fromone to 5 cfs. These
increased flows have the effect of expanding the potenti al
sal ronid rearing habitat in Dry Creek. %?

Sport and Commerci al Fi shing

The Russian River has been a popul ar angling stream
t hr oughout the twentieth century. The wi nter steel head was
internationally famus and the Russian River's proximty to the
San Franci sco Bay area nade the Russian River accessible to
mllions of people. As the nunber of anglers increased,
st eel head popul ati ons decreased, escal ati ng harvest pressure.
Notw t hstanding |imted catch data, a declining trend is
evident. In the 1930's and through the 1950's, anglers were
often successful. Moire than 15,000 steel head were caught in
1936, and under exceptionally favorable conditions in 1957,
roughly 25,000 steel head were harvested. By the early 1970's
the harvest rate declined to approximtely 5,000 fish. Fish
derbi es were ended in Mendocino County in the 1980's. 13

Juvenil e sal nonid popul ations are also affected by angling.
In the Russian River, tributary fishing is essentially
prohi bited. Nevertheless, the harvesting of "trout" remains a
significant source of loss for sonme rearing steel head
popul ations. This is especially true near urban areas where
yout hful anglers are often uninformed or unconcerned about

1611 pi d.
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regul ati ons. %4

Ccean harvest is also a potentially |arge cause of sal nonid
loss. In addition to targeted harvest, oceanic sal nonids may be
taken unintentially during the harvest of other types of fish,
or taken through high seas drift net fishing. Both accidental
and drift net fishing are suspected of affecting oceanic
sal noni d popul ations, but inpacts are difficult to quantify.®

Barriers to Mgration

There exist within the Russian River basin a nunmber of
barriers and potential barriers to fish mgration. These
i nclude the Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam ot her
recreational and water supply dams, the bar which forns
seasonally at the nouth of the Russian River, and other
features. These are discussed in Part 1, Chapter VI, Barriers
to Fish Mgration.

Wat er shed Practices

Ur bani zation, agriculture and | ogging have all affected the
Russi an River basin. Urbanization has precipitated a variety of
human activities that have had profound effects. Agriculture
has i nmpacted the Russian River since the |late nineteenth
century. By 1900 nost | and near the Russian River was already
under cultivation. Tinmber harvest has had a major influence on
the health of the watersheds supplying runoff to the Russian
River and its tributaries. The redwood forests of the | ower 20
mles of the river were heavily | ogged near the turn of the
century and again after World War 11. Tributary watersheds in
the western hills of the basin were al so periodically harvested.
During the peak tinber harvest periods, hillslope and streanbank
erosi on was accel erated by tractor | ogging on steep sl opes,
clearing of riparian zones, and |ogging road construction. *°°

The inmpact these activities have had on the riparian
habitat along the Russian River is described in Part 1, Chapter
VI1, Riparian Habitat.

| nadequat e Water Diversion Screening

Unscreened or inadequately screened water diversion
facilities can inpact young salnonids. Newy energed and young
fry can either be drawn into water intakes or inpinged on intake

1641 pi d. 3.7-4.
165 pi d.
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screens. California Department of Fish and Gane policy calls
for water intakes being screened where sal nonids are present.
Criteria for screens limt the approach velocity on the screen
to | ess than one-third of a foot per second, and pressed wire
screen openings of 5/32 inch or less. A 1991 survey between
Lake Mendocino Drive near Ukiah and the H ghway 101 bridge south
of Hopland in Mendoci no County found 63 punped diversions; eight
W th proper screen size but unacceptabl e approach velocities, 51
with inproper screens, and four with no screens. ®

%7 pid., 3.7-2, 3.
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Chapter VI, Barriersto Fish Migration

| NTRODUCTI ON

There exist within the Russian River basin a nunber of
barriers and potential barriers to fish mgration. These
i nclude the Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam ot her
recreational and water supply danms, and the bar which forns
seasonal ly at the nouth of the Russian River. They also include
barriers created by a conbination of human activities natura
process, such as streanbed erosion and deposition.

DAMS

The Russian River originates in central Mendoci no County,
approximately 15 mles north of Ukiah. It drains an area of
1,485 square mles, including much of Sonoma and Mendoci no
Counties, and enpties into the Pacific Ocean at Jenner, about 20
mles west of Santa Rosa. The main channel of the Russian River
is about 110 mles long. Principal tributaries of the Russian
Ri ver are the East Fork Russian River, Big Sul phur Creek, Mark
West Creek, Maacama Creek and Dry Creek. There are two major
dams in the Russian River basin and several hundred smaller
dans. 1°8

Coyote Val |l ey Dam

Coyote Vall ey Dam |ocated on the East Fork Russian River
0.8 nmle upstream of the East Fork Russian River confluence with
t he Russian River, and about 3 mles northeast of the City of
Uki ah, was constructed and is operated by the U S. Arny Corps of
Engi neers. Coyote Valley Damis a rolled earth enmbanknment with
a crest elevation of 784 feet above nean sea level (nsl) and 160
feet above the original streanmbed. ®°

Coyote Valley Dam fornms Lake Mendoci no, which began storing
wat er for water supply in 1959. The reservoir has a capacity of
118,900 acre-feet at the spillway crest elevation of 764.8 feet
above nsl. The drainage area upstreamfromthe damis about 105

18850nomm County Water Agency. Russian River Activities Staff

Report, March 1995, 1, 2.
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square miles, or 7.1%of the total Russian River basin.!"®

At the tinme Coyote Valley Dam was constructed, it was
bel i eved that the higher Russian River streanflows that would
result fromthe project would mtigate the | oss of steel head
spawni ng and rearing habitat which were cut off by the dam As
a result, no fish hatchery or other mtigating facilities were
included in the project. It soon becane evident, however, that
because of high water tenperatures and other reasons, the
antici pated benefits would not be realized.!"?

In 1983 a study was authorized to define the needed
steel head mtigation for the Coyote Valley Dam project. The
U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers determ ned that the annual
producti on of 4,000 adult steel head trout was necessary. The
Corps al so determ ned that the nost appropriate nethod would be
an expansion of the Don Cl ausen Fish Hatchery at Warm Spri ngs
Dam and the construction of new trapping, egg-taking, and
imprint facilities at Coyote Valley Dam !72

Upon assurances by the Sonoma County Water Agency that the
Coyote Valley Dam fish mtigation project costs would be
consi dered by the Agency as joint-use facility costs subject to
cost sharing pursuant to the provisions of the existing contract
bet ween the Corps and the Agency regardi ng repaynent of the Warm
Springs Dam project costs, the Corps proceeded to fund the
Coyote Valley Damfish mtigation facilities determ ned to be
necessary in the Corps study.!’® Construction of the facilities
occurred in 1992, 17

WAr m Spri ngs Dam

Warm Springs Dam |ocated at the confluence of Warm Spri ngs
Creek and Dry Creek about 14 mles northwest of Heal dsburg, also

170 ;
| bi d.
"lsonoma County Water Agency, Report to Eel -RRussian River
Comm ssi on on Coyote Valley Dam Fish Mtigation Project, by
Robert F. Beach, February 1988, 1.

172 pi d.

13sonoma County Water Agency, Resolution of the Board of
Directors Providing Assurances Relative to the Coyote Vall ey Dan
St eel head Mtigation Project, October 6, 1987.

"“Mendoci no County Fish and Gane Advisory Conmi ssion. Draft
Envi ronnmental Assessnent Proposal for Coyote Valley Dam Fi sh
Hat chery, January 1994, 1.
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was constructed and is operated by the U S. Arny Corps of

Engi neers. Warm Springs Damis a rolled earth enmbanknment dam
with a crest elevation of 519 feet above nsl and 319 feet above
the original streambed. !’

Warm Springs Dam fornms Lake Sononma, which becane
operational for water supply in 1984. Lake Sonoma has a
capacity of 381,000 acre-feet at the spillway crest el evation of
495 feet above nsl. The drainage area upstreamfromthe damis
about 130 square mles, or 11.4% of the total Russian River
basin.1’®

Construction of Warm Springs Dam cut off an estimated 6,000
of the 8,000 steelhead trout run in Dry Creek. It also cut off
and estimated 100 of the 300 coho salnmon run in Dry Creek.’ To
mtigate for this loss a fish hatchery and ancillary facilities
were constructed as part of the Warm Springs Dam project. In
addition to mtigation neasures for a fish run of 6,000
steel head trout and 100 coho sal non, the project provided as a
fish run enhancenment for an additional 1,000 coho sal non and
1, 750 chinook sal non. To produce these runs, facilities were
constructed to provide fish for the rearing of 300,000 steel head
trout yearlings, 110,000 coho sal non yearlings and one mllion
chinook fingerlings. The hatchery, when constructed, also
included certain features to facilitate its expansion to sugport
t he subsequent Coyote Valley Dam fish mitigation effort.?’

Smal | Dans

Under California water rights law, the diversion of water
froma river or streaminto storage behind a dam generally
requires an appropriative water rights permt or |icense issued
by the Division of Water Rights of the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB). The SWRCB nmi ntains a conputer-based
file of all appropriative water right applications, permts and
i censes. These are categorized by county and stream Single
pur pose flood control danms which store water only for short
periods of time do not require an appropriative water right
permt. These dans are discussed in Chapter VIII.

An analysis of the SWRCB files revealed that there are nore

51 pid., 6.
178| pj d.

177U.S. Arny Corps of Engineer. Warm Springs Dam and Lake
Sonoma Proj ect Design Menorandum No. 12, Decenber 1972, 8, 9.

178y.s. Arny Corps of Engineers. Warm Springs Dam and
Lake Sonoma. Water Control Mnual, Septenber 1984, VIII-A4.
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than 500 small dams in the Russian River basin for which permts
or licenses have been issued by the SWRCB. The purpose of
approxi mately one-half of these is irrigation. An additiona
30% provi de either a donmestic water supply or fire protection.
The purposes of the balance are, in rank order of nunbers of
dans: recreation, stock watering, fish culture, frost
protection, fish and wildlife enhancenent, industrial water
supply, and heat protection. The largest of the reservoirs
created by these dans is 3,000 acre-feet. Only three have
storage capacity exceeding 1,000 acre-feet. N nety percent of
the reservoirs have under 78 acre-feet of storage capacity. The
average storage capacity of the reservoirs is 50 acre-feet and
t he nmedi an storage capacity is 14 acre-feet.

The total storage capacity of all of these small danms is
approxi mately 25,000 acre-feet. In Chapter | the mean annual
fl ow of the Russian River was noted at 1,609,000 acre-feet.
Approxi mately 159,000 acre-feet of this is diverted fromthe Eel
River via the Potter Valley Project. The nean annual runoff in
the Russian River basin is therefore approximtely 1,450, 000
acre-feet. Wth a drainage area of 1,485 square mles, the
average runoff in the Russian River basin is just under one acre
foot per acre. Assuming that the total drainage area upstream

fromthe small dans is twice that necessary to fill the damw th
average year runoff (in other words, that small damreservoirs
fill in all but the dryer years), the total drainage area

upstream fromall the small danms woul d be about 77 square mles,
or 5.2%of the total Russian River basin. Wile this is a rough
estimate, it suggests that the probable effect of these dans is
relatively small conpared to the | arge danms, which together

i npound runoff from 18.5% of the Russian River basin.

BARRI ERS CAUSED BY STREAMBED DEGRADATI ON

Sonme barriers are created by a conbinati on of human
activities and natural processes. An exanple of such a barrier
is the WI Il ow Rubbl e Dam constructed by the WI | ow County Water
District downstream fromthe Tal nage Road bri dge near Uki ah.
The rock and concrete slabs were constructed to maintain
infiltration into the aquifer adjacent to the District's wells.
Due to degradation of the Russian River channel, there now
exi sts a seven foot drop below the structure which constitutes a
barrier to fish mgration.!"®

Ot her exanpl es are the boul der grade control structures on

179F| or shei m and Goodwi n, Geonor phi ¢ and Hydrol ogic
Conditions. 13.
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Acker man and Hensl ey Creeks in Mendoci no County. These
structures were constructed to protect bridge piers from being
undercut as the grade of the tributaries degraded to neet the
| owered Russian River streambed. |In these cases, fish |adders
have been constructed. &

The Heal dsburg Dam i s anot her exanple. Heal dsburg Damis a
330 feet long dam on the Russian River at Heal dsburg. The dam
was constructed by Sonoma County in 1953 to create a sunmer
recreational reservoir. This is acconplished by the placing of
up to 11 feet high flashboards on the dam substructure. Wile
the flashboards constitute an absolute barrier to fish, it is
t he substructure of the dam which is the principal cause of
concern. It remains in place through the mgratory season of
anadromous fish. Since the construction of the dam the
streanbed has dropped over 10 feet below the dam substructure.
As the riverbed degraded and riprap was placed bel ow t he dam
passage for sal non and steel head becane hi ndered under | ow fl ow
conditions, and the passage of Anerican shad becanme totally
bl ocked. 18!

SEASONAL DAMS ON THE MAI NSTEM

In addition to the WIllow Water District's Dam and the
Heal dsburg Dam a nunber of other instream structures are pl aced
seasonal ly in the mainstem Russian River. These are principally
sunmer road crossings, serving both public roads and private
roads associated with gravel mning, and recreational dans.
Sunmer public road crossings include the Cumm skey Station River
Ford in Mendocino County and the Asti, Korbel, Guernewood and
Vacation Beach crossings in Sonoma County. Recreational Dans
include the Del Ri o Whods Dam Johnson's Beach Dam and Vacati on
Beach Dam in Sonoma County. '8

A wat er supply diversion dam owned and operated by the
Sonoma County Water Agency, is |ocated downstream fromthe Wohl er
Bridge. This dam consists of a permanent substructure and a
rubber bl adder which is inflated to forman 8.5 feet high
differential in water surfaces during |ow flow periods. This dam

180) i d.

8lcaliforni a Departnment of Fish and Gane, Report to
California Fish and Game Commi ssion on the Chronol ogy and
Current Status of the Proposed Heal dsburg Dam Fi shway in
Sonoma County, by Boyd G bbons, Decenber 1994, 1

182y s. Arny Corps of Engineers, Russian River Basin
St udy, Appendi x F, October 1980, B-1 through B-32.
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is equi pped with two denil-type fishways, one on each side of
the dam '83

ESTUARY BAR

The Russian River estuary is subject to periodic closure by
the formati on of a sandbar across the nmouth of the estuary.
Cl osures usually occur in the spring, summer, and fall when the
Russian River flowis low, with nost occurring in the sumer
months. Artificial breaches of the estuary bar have taken place
since at |east 1968, when the rising water threatens to fl ood
adj acent buildings and agricul tural |ands. '8

Two species of pinnipeds consistently use the area at the
nmout h of the Russian River. Harbor seals, sonetinmes nunbering
in the hundreds, are found at this site all year. From Decenber
t hrough June California sea |ions also frequent the area, but
rarely nore than five individuals. Both pinniped species forage
for food near the River nouth. 8

Har bor seals outside the river nouth commonly forage in the
surf zone. Normal foraging patterns inside the estuary include
searches, chases, and captures during the upriver salnonid and
| anprey migrations. ! Based on the findings of a scat analysis,
har bor seals frequenting the nouth of the Russian River appear
to feed outside the estuary on slow noving or schooling prey.
Lanprey increased in inportance in the diet as they mgrated
t hrough the estuary, but other up-river mgrants, including
adult sal nonids, did not constitute an inportant part of the
har bor seal diet. However, predation on down-river mgrating
sal nonid snmolt increased significantly when | arge nunbers of
these fish were flushed down the river and trapped inside the
estuary. 1%

183] pi d.

18450noma County. Russian River Estuary Study 1992-
1993. January 1994, 44.
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Chapter VII, Riparian Habitat

| NTRODUCTI ON

The riparian zone of a streamis the area adjacent to the
streamwhich is affected by flooding, and where direct
interactions take place between the aquatic and terrestri al
environnents. The riparian zone does not necessarily have sharp
boundaries. It may include the river channel and its associ ated
vegetation, the area between the outer limt of riparian
veget ati on and the boundary of the current floodplain, and the
hi storical floodplain to the extent that it contributes sedi nent
and nutrients during major flooding events. '8

Ri parian habitat is inportant to the ecol ogical health of a
stream Half of the reptiles and three-fourths of the
anphi bians in California are dependent upon riparian habitat. A

diversity of bird species also utilize riparian habitat. It
contri butes scour pools, woody debris and root nass to streans
whi ch provides shelter for fish and aquatic animals. It
contributes nutrients in the formof leaf litter and insects for
fish and aquatic organisms. It helps maintain cool water
tenperatures by shading all or part of the stream It supports
wildlife corridors, offering shelter and forage. It stabilized

stream banks and prevents erosion. 8°

HI STORI C CONDI TI ON OF RI PARI AN ZONE

There is a scarcity of good information on early conditions
in the Russian River basin. However, it is thought that Native
Ameri cans had already altered the | andscape in the Russian River
basin | ong before European settlenent through the practice of
burning grasses in the understory of oak woodl and areas. '

The first European settlers arrived in Sonoma and Mendoci no
Counties in the early 1800's. Travelers' dairies of the early
post-settl ement period describe heavily wooded fl oodpl ai ns,
extensive freshwater marshes in sone |ocations, an abundance of

188Circuit Rider Productions, Inc., Draft Riparian Habit at
Status Report, by Bob Teytaud and Karen Gaffney, January 1994,
1, 2.
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fish and shorebirds, great nunmbers of waterfowl, and | arge

wi |l dlife species including deer, elk, pronghorn antel ope,
cougar, bobcat, coyote, wolf, fox, otter, black bear and grizzly
bear . 19!

HABI TAT FRAGVENTATI ON

The rel ati onshi ps between riparian and terrestrial habitats
strongly affect diversity, quality and distribution of plant and
wildlife populations and conmunities present. Riparian zones in
a near-natural state contain a relatively high diversity of
| andf orms, vegetation types and successi onal stages concentrated
in asmll area. They are especially attractive to wildlife
| argely because an adequate m x of habitat types, food, and
shelter is consistently available even in the face of natural
di st ur bances. 12

The total nunmber of plant and animal species living in
ri parian zone habitats is typically greater than in the adjacent
upl and habitats. The nunbers are increased by the yearly
m gratory nmovenments of aquatic, terrestrial and aerial animls
t hrough the river valley. Detrinmental effects on riparian
systens can be caused by habitat fragnmentation, that is, the
creation of smaller, isolated remants of a formerly continuous
riparian habitat. Habitat fragnmentation can elim nate
popul ati ons of large free-rangi ng ani mals which need | arge hone
ranges within a certain habitat type to survive. It can lead to
the extirpation of species populations restricted to isol ated
patches due to |l oss of genetic integrity and viability. It can
|l ead to the extirpation of those species popul ations which are
dependent on certain conditions in the interior of a given
habitat type because fragnmentation reduces the percentage of
interior habitat. It creates conditions for the spread of
exotic or weedy plant species and opportunistic wildlife at the
expense of native species or species which are nore specialized
in their habitat requirenents. %

The shape of habitat patches and their connections or
proximty to other patches exert a strong influence on the
species diversity of an area and the ability of wildlife and
plants to disperse to other areas. The hills and | ow nountains
of the North Coast Range adjacent to the Russian River contain
| arge bl ocks of relatively intact sem -natural vegetation where

191} pi d. 4.
1921 pid. 8.
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conifer forests are interm xed with hardwood forests, chaparra
and grasslands, providing habitat for many species of wildlife.
The riparian zone of the Russian River is believed to serve as
an i nmportant dispersal corridor for wildlife, including many
species fromthese adjacent non-riparian habitats.!%

Rl PARI AN HABI TAT SURVEY

In 1993 Circuit Rider Productions, Inc. conpleted data
gat hering, mapping and a riparian habitat analysis along three
reaches of the Russian River. These reaches are the m ddle
reach extending from Heal dsburg Bridge to Wohl er Bridge, the
Al exander Valley reach extending fromCl overdale to the Jintown
Bri dge, and the Mendoci no County reach extending from Redwood
Val l ey to Hopl and. 1%

The extent of mainstem Russian River riparian vegetation in
the mddl e reach was mapped as of 1942 and 1990 fromriver mle
23 through 34. The riparian vegetation and wetted channel was
del i neated and tabul ated for each river mle. The total 1942
corridor acreage studied in Mendoci no County was 7,425 acres.
This represents a study area corridor length of 12 mles with an
average wdth of just under one mle. 1In 1942, 17% of the study
area corridor was riparian vegetation, consisting of 1,231
acres. The mai nstem wetted channel occupied 152 acres, or 2% of
the riparian corridor. By 1990 the riparian vegetation had
declined to 827 acres, a reduction of 33%

Ot her land uses in the study area corridor in the nmiddle
reach were tabul ated as of 1990 and 1940. The principal other
uses in 1990 were 2,906 acres of vineyard (39%, 496 acres of
orchard (799, 795 acres of other agriculture (1199 and 1,407
acres of residential, comercial, industrial, open |and and
transportation corridors (19%9. A total of 1,653 acres was
veget ated (229%, which includes upland vegetation as well a
ri pari an vegetation. %

94 pid., 9.
95 pid., 1.
196Circuit Rider Productions, Inc. . Russian River

Resource Enhancenent Plan. Terrestrial Acreage Statistics by
River Mle, Mddle Reach: 1990 and 1940. Draft.

197Circuit Rider Productions, Inc., Russian River
Resour ce Enhancenent Pl an, Acreage by Landuse/ Landcover:
M ddl e Reach -1990 and 1940, Draft.

1-VI1-3



The extent of mainstem Russian River riparian vegetation in
t he Al exander Valley was mapped as of 1940/1942 fromriver mle
49 through 53, and fromriver mle 60 through 64. It was mapped
as of 1990 fromriver mle 46 through 64. The riparian
vegetati on and wetted channel was delineated and tabul ated for
each river mle. The total 1940/1942 corridor acreage studied
in the Al exander Valley was 6,302 acres. This represents a
study area corridor length of 10 mles with an average w dth of
just under one mle. In 1940/1942, 33% of the study area
corridor was riparian vegetation, consisting of 2,073 acres.
The mai nstem wetted channel occupied 136 acres, or 2% of the
study area corridor. By 1990 the riparian vegetation within the
reaches where 1040/ 1942 data was avail abl e had declined to 983
acres, a reduction of 53% 19

The total 1990 corridor acreage studied in the Al exander
Vall ey was 12,019 acres. This represents a study area corridor
length of 19 mles with and average wi dth of just under one
mle. In 1990, 20% of the study area corridor was riparian
veget ation, consisting of 2,312 acres. The mainstem wetted
channel occupied 220 acres, or 2% of the riparian corridor.

Ot her land uses in the study area corridor in the Al exander
Vall ey were tabul ated as of 1990. The principal other uses were
5,640 acres of vineyard (48%, 333 acres of orchard (3%, 634
acres of other agriculture (5% and 1,576 acres of residential,
comrercial, industrial, open |land and transportation corridors
(13%9. A total of 3,396 acres was vegetated (29%, which
i ncl udes upl and vegetation as well a riparian vegetation. 2%

The extent of mainstem Russian River riparian vegetation in
Mendoci no County was mapped as of 1940 and 1990 fromriver mle
75 through 100. The riparian vegetation and wetted channel was
del i neated and tabul ated for each river mle. The total 1940
corridor acreage studied in Mendoci no County was 7,929 acres.
This represents a study area corridor length of 26 mles wth an
average width of just under one-half mle. 1In 1940, 15% of the
study area corridor was riparian vegetation, consisting of 1,172

198G rcuit Rider Productions, Inc., Russian River Resource
Enhancenment Pl an, Acreage Statistics by River M|l e, Al exander
Val | ey Reach. 1990 & 1940/42. River Mles: 49-53 & 60-64. Draft.

199

circuit Rider Productions, Inc., Russian River
Resour ce Enhancenent Plan. Acreage Statistics by River Mle,
Al exander Vall ey Reach. 1990. Draft.

20Circuit Rider Productions. Inc., Russian River Resource
Enhancenent Pl an, Acreage by Landuse/Landcover: Al exander
Val l ey Reach: 1988, Draft.
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acres. The nminstem wetted channel occupied 219 acres, or 2% of
the riparian corridor. By 1990 the riparian vegetation had
declined to 816 acres, a reduction of 30% 2%

Ot her land uses in the study area corridor in Mendocino
County were tabulated as of 1988. The princi pal other uses were
2,132 acres of vineyard (28%, 2,418 acres of orchard (31%, 587
acres of other agriculture (7% and 955 acres of residential,
comrercial, industrial, open |ands and transportation corridors
roads (13%. A total of 1,485 acres was vegetated (19% , which
i ncl udes upl and vegetation as well a riparian vegetation. 2°2

VEGETATI ON AND W LDLI FE

The biotic diversity of the riparian zone depends upon its
ability to generate and support a conplete range of habitats.
Habitat types found in the riparian zone of the Russian River
i nclude open habitats (ephenmeral pools, freshwater marshes and
ponds), immature communities (riparian scrub, forb and grass
comuni ties), developing forests, and mature forests. 2%

The amount of riparian habitat in the m ddl e reach of the
Russian River varies fromjust a few acres to over 150 acres per
river mle. The nedian amount is 70 acres and the nean is 69
acres per river mle. Mst of the habitat is in an i mmature
(3599 or developing (39% stage, with only 16%in a mature
stage. The mature stands in the mddle reach are highly
fragment ed. 2%4

The amount of riparian habitat in the Al exander Vall ey
reach varies from about 30 acres to over 200 acres per river
mle. The nmedian amount is 88 acres and the nmean is 98 acres
per river mle. The successional status of the habit in the
Al exander Valley reach above Geyserville is markedly different
fromthat of the mddle reach. Not only does the Al exander
Val | ey reach have nore open habitat (20% conpared to 10%in the
nm ddl e reach), it

20lcircuit Rider Productions, Inc., Russian River Resource
Enhancement Pl an, Terrestrial Acreage Statistics by River Ml e,
Mendoci no County: 1990 & 1940. Draft.

202G rcuit Rider Productions. Inc., Russian River Resource
Enhancenent Pl an. Acreage by Landuse/Landcover: Mendoci no County
1988. Draft.

20350nomm County. Managenment Plan and EIR 4.6-11
t hrough 4. 6-16

2041 bid., 4.6-17.
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has nore habitat in the i mmture stage (49% and mature stage
(229%9 . The greatest difference, however, is in the devel oping
forests, making up only 9% of the total riparian vegetation

al ong the Al exander Valley reach, conpared to 39% in the mddle
reach. 2%

The mature stands along the river in the Al exander Valley
above CGeyserville are at an optiml stage for biodiversity.
Most of them contain significant numbers of huge cottonwoods.
The occasi onal Cottonwood has di ed, providing nesting and
roosting habitat for birds. Black walnuts and some Oregon ash
are present. The understory has a |layering of vines such as
California blackberry and California wild grape. There are nine
separate mature stands of over 15 acres each with these
characteristics, conpared with just 3 such stands al ong the
m ddl e reach. O the mature forest acreage, 75%is in
contiguous stands conpared to 40% in the m ddle reach where a
majority of the mature stands are fragnented remmants. 2°°

The amount of riparian vegetation in the Mendoci no County
reach varies fromless than 10 acres to a maxi num of 75 acres
per river mle. The nmedian amount is only 27 acres and the mean
is 31 acres per river mle. 2%

2051 pi d. , 4.6-22.
208| pid. , 4.6-24.

207Gircuit Rider, Terrestrial Acreage Statistics,
Mendoci no County.
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Chapter V111, Flood and Erosion Control

| NTRODUCTI ON

The location of the streanfl ow gauges and major fl ood
control reservoirs on the Russian River systemare shown on the
schematic diagramin Figure 1-VIII1-1. As noted in Chapter I,
annual runoff fromthe Russian River watershed is highly
vari able. The annual discharge of the Russian River at Haci enda
(gauge 467000 on Figure 1-VIII-1) is shown in Gaph 1-1-1 for
the period for which records exist, 1940 through 1994. As
stated, during this period, the mean annual flow was 1,609, 000
acre-feet with the extrenes varying from 4.0 percent of normal
(1977) to 265 percent of normal (1983). The daily flow of the
Russian River and its tributaries is even nore variable. The
maxi mum di scharge of record of the Russian River at Hacienda is
102, 000 cfs which occurred February 18, 1986. The m ni num
di scharge of record at Hacienda is 0.75 cfs which occurred May
6, 1977.

There are four gaging stations on the Russian River in
Mendoci no County. The maxi num di scharge of record of the West
Fork Russian River (gauge 461000) is 18,900 cfs which occurred
Decenber 21, 1955. The maxi mum di scharge of record of the East
Fork Russi an River near Capella (gauge 461500) is 18,700 cfs
whi ch occurred Decenber 22, 1964. The maxi num di schar ge of
record of the East Fork Russian River just downstream from
Coyote Vall ey Dam (gauge 462000) is 13,300 cfs which occurred
Decenmber 21, 1955. Since the construction of the damthe
maxi mum di scharge has been 7,350 cfs which occurred January 24,
1970. The maxi mnum di scharge of record of the Russian River near
Hoplag% (gauge 462500) is 45,000 cfs which occurred Decenber 22,
1955.

Besi des the gauge at Hacienda, there are two other gaging
stations of interest on the mainstem Russian River in Sonoma
County. The maxi mum di scharge of record of the Russian River
near Cl overdal e (gauge 463000) is 55,200 cfs which occurred
Decenmber 22, 1964. The maxi num di scharge of record of the
Russi an Ri ver near Heal dsburg (gauge 464000) is 71,300 cfs which
occurred December 23, 1964, 210

There are three gaging stations on Dry Creek. The maxi num

208 ysGs. Wat er Resources Data, Water Year 1994, 204, 233.
209 pid., 205 through 214.
2101 pid., 215, 221.
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di scharge of record just downstream from Warm Spri ngs Dam (gauge
465000) is 22,500 cfs which occurred February 28, 1940. Since
the construction of Warm Springs Dam t he maxi mnum di scharge has
been 4,220 cfs which occurred January 23, 1993. The nmaxi mum
di scharge of record near Yoaki m Bridge (gauge 465200) is 32,400
cfs which occurred January 31, 1963. Since the construction of
Warm Springs Dam t he maxi num di scharge has been 6,960 cfs which
occurred January 20, 1993. The gauge near the nouth of Dry
Creek (gauge 465350) has a poor control section for high fl ows
and is only used to record sunmer flows. ?!

Figure 1-VIII-1
Russi an River System Streanfl ow Gaging Stations
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2111 pi d., 225 through 231.
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Si nce October 1980 a streanfl ow gauge has been mai ntai ned
on Big Sul phur Creek 12 m | es east of Cloverdale (463170). The
maxi mum di scharge of record of Big Sul phur Creek is 5,700 cfs
whi ch occurred February 17, 1986. °!?

A water stage recorder is maintained on the Laguna de Santa
Rosa at the Guerneville Road bridge. The Laguna is a natural
wat er channel and overfl ow basis connecting Santa Rosa Creek,
Mark West Creek and other smaller creeks with the Russian River.
During floods, the Laguna acts as a natural regulator of floods
on the | ower Russian River and the directions of flow may be
either to or fromthe Russian River. The maxi mum water | evel
el evation of record is 74.6 feet which occurred February 18,
1986. 213

Fl oods occur during the rainfall season from Novenber
t hrough April. Normally, floods are flashy since the times of
concentration on tributaries are short and streanflows respond
rapidly to rainfall. Concentration tinmes vary fromless than
four hours on the smaller tributaries to about 36 hours at
Guerneville. 2

COYOTE VALLEY DAM

The principal flood control facility on the mainstem
Russian River is Coyote Valley Dam |ocated on the East Fork
Russian River 0.8 mle upstream of the East Fork Russian River
confluence with the Russian River, and about 3 mles northeast
of the City of Wkiah. It was constructed and is operated by the
U S. Arny Corps of Engineers. Coyote Valley Dam forns Lake
Mendoci no, which began storing water in 1958. As noted in
Chapter VI, the reservoir has a capacity of 118,900 acre-feet at
the spillway crest elevation of 764.8 feet above nsl. The
dr ai nage area upstream fromthe damis about 105 square m | es,
or 7.1% of the total Russian River basin.?"®

Rel eases are made fromthe flood control pool of Lake
Mendoci no by the U. S. Arny Corps of Engineers in accordance with
a flood control diagramshown as Figure 1-VIII-2. The basic

2121 pid., 217.
2131 pid., 232.

214y.s. Arny Corps of Engineers, Coyote Valley Dam and
Lake Mendoci no, Water Control Mnual, August 1986, [|V-7.

215scWA. Russian River Activities, 5.
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fl ood control operating criteria of the Corps of Engineers for
Coyote Valley Damis to avoid discharges fromthe reservoir in
excess of 6,400 cfs to the extent possible. Releases are not
increased or decreased at a rate greater than 1,000 cfs per
hour. When flow in the West Fork Russian River (gauge 461000)
exceeds 2,500 cfs and is rising, releases from Lake Mendoci no
are reduced to 25 cfs. Flood rel eases which would contribute to
flows greater than 8,000 cfs at Hopl and (gauge 462500) are not
made insofar as possible. 21®

WARM SPRI NGS DAM

The principal flood control facility on Dry Creek is Warm
Springs Dam |ocated at the confluence of Warm Springs Creek and
Dry Creek about 14 mles northwest of Heal dsburg. WArm Springs
Dam f ornms Lake Sonoma, which began storing water in 1983. As
noted in Chapter VI, Lake Sonoma has a capacity of 381, 000 acre-
feet at the spillway crest elevation of 495 feet above nsl. The
drai nage area upstream fromthe damis about 130 square niles,
or 11.4% of the total Russian River basin.?

Rel eases are made fromthe flood control pool of Lake
Sonoma by the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers in accordance with a
flood control diagram shown as Figure 1-VII1-3. The basic flood
control operating criteria of the Corps of Engineers for Warm
Springs Damis to avoid discharges fromthe reservoir in excess
of 6,000 cfs to the extent possible. Releases are not increased
or decreased at a rate greater than 1,000 cfs per hour unless
the reservoir level is nore than seven feet above the spillway
crest. When inflows to Lake Sonoma exceed 5,000 cfs, no rel eases
are made unless the reservoir is nore than seven feet above the
spillway crest. No releases are made which would contribute to
flows greater than 35,000 at Guerneville insofar as possible.
When the precipitation forecast is for one inch of rainfall
during the next 24-hour period or for 0.5 inch during any 6-hour
period, releases are |limted to 2,000 cfs to the extent
possi bl e. 218

216Cor ps of Engi neers. Lake Mendoci no Water Control Manual,
Chart A-10.

2l7scwA, Russian River Activities, 5.

“%Cor ps of Engineers. Lake Sonoma Water Control Manual,
Chart A-12.
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CENTRAL SONOVA WATERSHED PRQJECT

The principal flood control facility on the tributaries of
the Russian River is the Central Sonoma Watershed Project which
was constructed by the Sonona County WAter Agency in cooperation
with the U S. Departnent of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service. The work plan for this project was conpleted in 1958
and the project was constructed over the ensuing 25 years. The
project included the construction of floodwater retarding
structures and the straightening, shaping and stabilization of
wat erways. The project protects the Santa Rosa urban area from
fl oodi ng. 2*°

The Central Sonoma WAt ershed Project includes five
reservoirs. These are Santa Rosa Creek Reservoir, (also known
as Spring Lake), Matanzas Creek Reservoir, Piner Creek
Reservoir, Brush Creek M ddl e Fork Reservoir and Spring Creek
Reservoir. Data on these reservoirs is shown in Table 1-M11-1.2%

Table 1-VII11-1
Central Sonoma Wat ershed Project Reservoir Data

Fl ood Peak
Reservoir Dr ai nage St or age Reducti on
Santa Rosa Creek 20.8 sg.m. 3,500 AF 4,730 cfs
Mat anzas Creek 11.6 sq. m. 1,500 AF 3,500 cfs
Pi ner Creek 2.2 sq.m. 230 AF 600 cfs
Brush Creek
M ddl e Fork 1.6 sq. m. 130 AF 455 cfs
Spring Creek 2.3 sgq.m. 467 AF 830 cfs

Santa Rosa Creek Reservoir is |ocated offstream The
di version structure on Santa Rosa Creek allows relatively |arge
flows to pass downstream uni npeded. The other four reservoirs
are onstream and are equi pped with m nimum fl ow bypass
facilities. Unlike the |arge danms on the mainstem Russian River

219t ershed Work Plan. Central Sonoma WAt er shed.
Sonoma County. California, April 1958, 2.

2201 hi d.  84.
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and Dry Creek, these reservoirs are not equipped with flood
gates and the reservoirs operate passively. Nevertheless, the
reservoirs cause proportionately |large reductions in streanflow
during flood events, with the percentage reduction varying from
49% to 82% The | argest reservoir, Santa Rosa Creek, reduces
the 1% frequency design flood from6, 120 cfs to 1,390 cfs, a 77%
reducti on.

The wat erways whi ch were strai ghtened, shaped and
stabilized as part of the Central Sonoma Watershed Project
i nclude parts of Santa Rosa Creek, Wendel Creek, Petersen Creek,
Forestvi ew Creek, Matanzas Creek, Piner Creek, Paulin Creek
Russel | Creek, Brush Creek, Rinconada Creek, Ducker Creek,
Austin Creek and Spring Creek. Santa Rosa Creek and Matanzas
Creek stabilization neasures include substantial use of concrete
and riprap. Most of the other channels are sod with |imted use
of riprap. The approximate |ength of channelization, watershed
area angudesign flow of these waterways is shown in Table 1-
VI -2.

Table I-VII1-2 Central Sonoma
Wat er shed Project Channel Data?®??

Maxi mum
Creek Lengt h Dr ai nage Desi gn Fl ow
Sant a Rosa 7.9 m. 76.8 sgq. m . 11,020 cfs
Wendel 1.1 m. 2.8 sq.m. 1,020 cfs
Pet er sen 0.9 m. 1.3 sq.m. 470 cfs
For estvi ew 0.4 m. 0.6 sqg. m. 332 cfs
Mat anzas 0.4 m. 22.5 sq. m. 3,900 cfs
Pi ner 3.1 m. 13.4 sq. m. 3,990 cfs
Paul i n 2.1 m. 5.0 sg.m. 1,500 cfs
Russel | 1.1 m. 1.0 sg. m. 464 cfs
Brush 1.6 m. 9.9 sqg.m. 3,730 cfs

2211 pid., 86.

222Common names of creeks and | engths channelized were
researched by Robert Morrison, Sonoma County Water Agency,
and personally communi cated on April 16, 1996.
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Table 1-VIII-2, Con'd.
Maxi mum Desi gn

Creek Lengt h Dr ai nage Fl ow
Ri nconada 0.6 m. 1.6 sq. m. 650 cfs
Ducker 0.1 m. 0.7 sg.m. 370 cfs
Austin 0.8 m. 4.2 sq.m. 1,838 cfs
Spri ng 1.3 m. 5.8 sq.m. 1,220 cfs

LAGUNA DE SANTA ROSA

As not ed above, the Laguna de Santa Rosa is a natural water
channel and overfl ow basin connecting Santa Rosa Creek, Mark
West Creek and other smaller creeks with the Russian River.

Al t hough a natural feature, the Laguna very effectively
attenuates flooding on the |l ower Russian River. The total
wat er shed of the Laguna de Santa Rosa enconpasses 254 square
mles. It is the |argest watershed tributary to the Russian
Ri ver . 223

During the December 1964 storns, which produced the
greatest discharges of record in the upper portions of the
Russi an River, a peak flow of 111,000 cfs was estimated in the
Russian River imrediately upstreamfromthe Laguna. |If the flow
fromthe Laguna watershed had entered the Russian River, the
fl ood stage at Guerneville would have been an estimted 14 feet
hi gher than actually occurred. However, during the flood peak
on the Russian River, the Laguna stored approxi mtely 80, 000
acre-feet of water, reducing the flow which otherw se would have
occurred in the |lower Russian River by an estinmated 40,000 cfs.
Part of this water was runoff fromthe Laguna watershed and part
was water which flowed fromthe Russian River into the Laguna.?*

RUSSI AN Rl VER CHANNEL

The flow capacity of the Russian River channel at bankful
stage varies with the stream sl opes and cross-section geonetry.

22350noma County Fl ood Control and Water Conservation
District. FLOOD!'! Decenber 1964 - January 1965, 20.

224| pi d.
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In general, the rocky gorge reaches have | arger capacities than
do the valley reaches. Bankfull capacity was estimted, based
upon cross-sections surveyed in 1992, as ranging from 3,000 to
14,500 cfs in the reach between the Hi ghway 101 bri dge and

Hopl and. Based upon 1991 cross-section data, the capacity in
the Al exander Valley reach was estimted as ranging from 18, 300
to 61,500 cfs, while the capacity in the mddle reach was
estimted to range from 28,000 to 88,000 cfs. 2?°

Fl ood bulletins are issued by the California Nevada Ri ver
Forecast Center for the Russian River at Hopl and, Heal dsburg and
Guerneville. Table 1-VIII-3 lists the warning and fl ood stages
at the gaging stations and the corresponding flows. There is no
streanfl ow gauge at Guerneville and the warnings at Guerneville
are based upon the readings at the Haci enda Bridge gauge. 22

Table | -VII11-3
Russi an River Flood Stages and Fl ows

Gauge

Streanf| ow Gauge Readi ng Streant | ow
Hopl and (gauge 462500)

War ni ng St age 18.0 feet 18, 800 cf s2?’

Fl ood St age 21.0 feet 26,610 cfs
Heal dsburg (gauge 464000)

War ni ng St age 15.0 feet 28,500 cf 5228

Fl ood St age 19.0 feet 42,500 cfs
Guerneville (gauge 467000)

Warni ng Stage (29.0 feet) 31.0 feet 37,940 cfs??®

Fl ood Stage (32.0 feet) 34.0 feet 45,770 cfs

225F| or shei m and Goodwi n, Geonor phi ¢ and
Hydr ol ogi ¢ Conditi ons, 26.

226gonoma County Water Agency. Energency Operations
Pl an, Revision No. 5, February 1995, 1, 5, 14.

227y, S. Geol ogi cal Survey. EXPANDED RATI NG TABLE, RUSSI AN F
NR HOPLAND CA, effective 10-01-1991.

228). S, Geol ogi cal Survey. EXPANDED RATI NG TABLE. RUSSI AN F
NR HEALDSBURG CA, effective 03-05-1991.

229U. S. Ceol ogi cal Survey. EXPANDED RATI NG TABLE. RUSSI AN R
NR GUERNEVI LLE CA, effective 10-01-1994.
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BANK STABI LI ZATI ON AND EROSI ON CONTROL

The U.S. Arny Corps of Engi neers has constructed

stabilization and erosion control works on both the Russian
Ri ver and Dry Creek channels. The Corps of Engineers projects
were constructed to prevent erosion aggravated by rel eases of
water fromthe dans. Also, individual property owners have
pl aced car bodies, tires, logs tied with cable and broken
concrete blocks along short stretches of the banks of the
channel in an attenpt to stabilize the banks. 2?3

The Corps of Engineers channelization projects on the
Russi an River were constructed in conjunction with the Coyote
Val |l ey Dam Project. |In Sonoma County, the installations were
made at 41 different | ocations extendi ng throughout the
Al exander Valley. The channel stabilization works were
constructed over a period of several years extending from 1956
t hrough 1963. The constructed works included channel clearing
and pil ot channels; bank protection works consisting of anchored
steel jacks in single and nmultiple row installations; flexible
fence training structures; wire nesh-gravel revetnents and
pervi ous erosion check dams. Channel clearing consisted of
renmovi ng obstructions such as trees and gravel bars fromthe
channel. Pilot channels consisted of a trapezoi dal channel,
with a uniformbottomw dth, side slopes and gradient. The type
of bank stabilization constructed depended upon the site.
Anchored steel jacks and flexible fencing were used to prevent
banks from undercutting. Jacks were used at those sites where
t he banks, although relatively well protected by vegetation,
were subject to erosion. Flexible fencing was installed where
t he banks | acked vegetation. A gravel blanket revetnent,
overlain by wire nesh, was used were it was deened desirable to
rigidly maintain existing bank alignment. Pervious erosion dans
were installed to control sheet erosion. 2%

Whil e these stabilization works were installed by the Corps
of Engi neers, under federal |law local interests generally have
mai nt enance responsibility. In Sonoma County that | ocal
interest is the Sonoma County Water Agency. Many of the works
constructed by the Corps of Engi neers were subsequently
destroyed or severely damaged by flood flows. While these were
normal |y replaced by the Agency in kind, at a number of
| ocati ons nore substantial erosion control works were
constructed in lieu of repairing or

230 pid., 23.

231y, S. Arny Corps of Engineers. Russian River Channel
| nprovenent, Sononma County, Operation and Maintenance Manual, July
1965, 1, 2.
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replacing the inadequate works. 1In several instances, these
repl acement works consisted of riprapped |evees. This
construction was usually done with financial assistance fromthe
Public Law 99 disaster assistance program adm ni stered by the
Corps of Engineers. At sone sites, the works were subsequently
buried by accumul ated sedinent. Having effectively served their
pur pose, the Agency no | onger has any maintenance responsibility
at these sites.?*?

I n Mendoci no County, simlar channelization works were
constructed by the Corps of Engineers. These installations were
| ocated at intermttent sites along a 15 mle reach of the
Russi an River extending fromabout 5 mles north of Hopland to
Cal pella. As in Sonoma County, the channel stabilization works

were constructed over a period of several years extending from
1956 t hrough 1963. 2%

As stated above, under federal |aw |local interests generally
have mai ntenance responsibility for the works constructed by the
Corps of Engineers. The Mendoci no County Russian River Flood
Control and Water. Conservation |Inprovenment District is the
| ocal agency in Mendocino which has this responsibility. The
| mprovenent District's maintenance work has consi sted
principally of channel clearing, although is has also repl aced
| evees with financial assistance fromthe Public Law 99 di saster
assi stance program admini stered by the Corps of Engineers. 23

A recent habitat survey conducted by Circuit Rider
Productions, Inc. identified 3,502 linear feet of auto body bank
protection, 2,511 feet of concrete, 570 feet of riprap, 500 feet
of wood pilings, and 8,838 feet of jack |ines along the
Mendoci no County reach of the Russian River. The survey of the
Al exander Valley reach identified no auto bodies or concrete
bank protection. It did, however, identify 7,430 |linear feet of
riprap, 2,440 feet of jacks and 1,130 feet of wood pilings. 23

232Robert Morrison, Sonomm County Water Agency, persona
communi cation on April 22, 1996.

233y.S. Arny Corps of Engineers, Russian River Channel
| mprovenent, Mendoci no County, Operation and Mi nt enance Manual ,
July 1965, 1, 2.

234Bar bara Spazek, Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation District, personal communication
on April 22, 1996.

235Circuit Rider, Draft Riparian Habitat Report, 19, 20.
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The Corps of Engi neers erosion control projects on Dry
Creek were constructed in conjunction with the Warm Springs Dam
Project. The Dry Creek installations were nmade at 15 different
| ocations. They were constructed under three different
contracts conpleted in August 1981, July 1984 and October
1989, 23°

Three grouted riprap sills were constructed across Dry
Creek approximtely 10 m | es downstream from Warm Spri ngs Dam
Rock riprap protection was placed on the banks along Dry Creek
at seven sites. Five of the sites were within the first two
mles below the dam and the other two sites were at the sills.
The total length of the riprapped sections was 4, 680 feet.?¥

Steel piles with tinber planking were constructed at two
sites. These were located 1.3 mles below the damand 5.3 mles
bel ow the dam The total length of these works was 1,600 feet.
Al so approxi mately 130 feet of derrick stone toe protection an a
| ow rock weir structure were constructed four mles below the
dam Finally, grade control structures, concrete weirs,
stilling basins and channel protection were constructed at the
mout h of Vinces Creek, 2.5 miles below the dam and Pena Creek,
3 mles below the dam 23

As in the case of the works constructed by the Corps of

Engi neers on the Russian River, the Agency is responsible for

t he mai nt enance and operation of the works on Dry Creek. Fish
| adders were installed at the three sills to facilitate fish
passage. The fish | adders are Denil type and are provided with
a 3 foot resting pool at the downstream end. Each is protected
agai nst floating debris by steel pipe trashracks which nust be
cl eaned regul arly. 23

I n conjunction with the construction of its Potter Valley
Project, Pacific Gas and Electric Conpany's (PG&E) predecessor
constructed a di scharge channel approximately 1.2 mles in
l ength to connect the Potter Valley Powerhouse tailrace with
Adobe Creek, a tributary to the East Fork Russian River. This
channel

236y, S. Arny Corps of Engineers. Warm Springs Dam and Lake
Sonoma Project, Russian River Basin, Dry Creek, Channel
| nprovenents, Sonoma County, California, Operation and
Mai nt enance Manual , July 1991, 3 through 5.

237 bid., 4.
238 pid., 5.
239 pid., 11.
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i ncludes two grade stabilizing check dans.?*® A series of 18
grade stabilizing check dans were constructed in the East Fork
Russi an Ri ver extendi ng downstream for several mles. Since
1965 the Sonoma County Water Agency has been responsible for the
mai nt enance of these check danms and the river banks along this
reach of the East Fork Russian River.?*

FLOOD CONTROL ZONES

I n 1958, under the authority of the Sonoma County Water
Agency's enabling legislation, the formation of eight
geogr aphi cal zones, each enconpassing a nmj or watershed, was
proposed as a neans of financing the construction and
mai nt enance of flood control works within Sonoma County. Over
t he succeedi ng several years six of the zones were forned,
i ncl udi ng Zone 1A and Zone 5A. Zone 1A enconpasses the Mark
West Creek-Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed. Zone 5A enconpasses
the Russian River fromthe mouth to Redwood Hi ghway Bri dge at
Heal dsburg, excluding Zone 1A. 2*2

Since its formation, Zone 1A has financed the construction
of flood control and drainage facilities, the clearing of
natural waterways, the preparation of master drainage plans for
areas subject to flooding, and erosion and sedi nent control
activities. The zone has also financed the flood control
operation and mai ntenance activities of the Agency, which
i nclude planting, pruning, spraying, fertilizing and irrigating
channel | andscaping; fencing; nowing to elimnate fire hazards;
structural repair; grading and reshapi ng of channels; and
sprayi ng using herbicides approved by the County Agricul tural
Conmi ssi oner to control undesirable vegetation. 243

| n Mendoci no County, the Mendoci no County Water Agency has
fl ood control powers simlar to those of the Sonoma County Water

240pacific Gas and El ectric Conpany. Potter Valley
Project, FERC No. 77, License and Agreenents, Exhibit K-6.

241pgr eement between Pacific Gas and El ectric Conpany and
t he Sonoma County Flood Control and Water Conservation D strict,
dated July 31, 1965.

24250noma County Water Agency. A Report to the Board of
Directors of the Sonoma County Water Agency on Benefi't
Assessnents for Flood Control Purposes within Flood Control
Zones 1A and 2A, July 1995, 1.

2231 pid., 5, 6.
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Agency. No flood control zones of the type existing in Sonona
county have been formed in Mendoci no County. However, | ocal

dr ai nage projects have been constructed in the Russian River
basin in both Mendocino County and Sonoma County by the cities
and counties. The Mendoci no County Russian River Flood Control
and Water Conservation Inprovenent District was fornmed under the
Mendoci no County Water Agency's enabling |egislation, however,
its flood control activities are limted to its obligations
relative to the Coyote Valley Dam Project.?*

244Bar bara Spazek, Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation District, personal comunication
on April 22, 1996.
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Chapter I, General Purpose Local Government

| NTRODUCTI ON

In California, a city is a nmunicipal corporation, created
for public purposes. The state may create, expand, dim nish or
abolish cities subject only to the state's own | aws and the
California Constitution. A nmunicipal corporation is a body
politic and corporate possessing a legal entity and nane. A
muni ci pal corporation has the capacity to contract and be
contracted with, to sue and be sued, and to hold and di spose of
property, and thereby to acquire rights and incur liabilities.?®

Counties in California are expressly designated as
political subdivisions of the state in the California
Constitution and also in Section 23002 of the California
Gover nment Code. A mgjor function of counties is to assist the
state in adm nistering state prograns. 24°

Cities on the other hand, have not been designated as
political subdivisions of the state by either the California
Constitution or statute. Cities are created as an instrunent of
| ocal self-governnment by the residents which inhabit cities.
Article XlI, section 2 of the California Constitution exgressly
requires the legislature to provide for city formation.**

Simlarly, charter cities enjoy nore autonony than charter
counties do. The constitutional provisions relating to charter
counties contain no general reservation of |ocal autonony and no
grant of plenary authority over local election matters and
muni ci pal affairs, as is the case for charter cities.?*

The powers of cities and counties to regulate |and use are
prescribed by three | aws which are discussed in foll ow ng
sections of this chapter. These are the Pl anning and Zoni ng
Law, the California Environmental Quality Act, and the Surface
M ni ng

245 eague of California Cities. The California Mnicipa
Law Handbook, 1994. |I-1.

298| pi d.

2T pid., -2,

298| pi d.
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and Recl amation Act of 1975. Under these | aws, the powers of
cities and counties are essentially the sane, with cities
exercising jurisdiction within their corporate boundaries,
and counties exercising jurisdiction within the

uni ncor porated area of the county.

Cl Tl ES

The Russian River basin includes eight incorporated
cities. These are Ukiah, Cloverdal e, Heal dsburg, W ndsor,
Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Cotati and Sebastopol. O these,
only Santa Rosa is a charter city, with Ukiah, Cloverdale,
Heal dsburg, W ndsor, Rohnert Park, Cotati and Sebastopol al
bei ng general law cities.

Cities receive their power fromthe California
Constitution and/or applicable general laws. Cities may be
organi zed either under a charter or under the general |aw.
Any city may enact or revise a charter for its own
governnment. Sonme state |aws apply only to general | aw
cities, while others apply to both general |aw and charter
cities. The California Constitution grants charter cities
the power to make and enforce all ordi nances and regul ations
wWith respect to nunicipal affairs. Unless preenpted by state
| egislation on matters of statew de concern, the laws of a
charter city will prevail over inconsistent state |aws.?*

Article XlI, Section 7 of the California constitution
authorizes cities to exercise police power to nmake and
enforce withinits |imts all |ocal, police, sanitary and
ot her ordi nances and regulations not in conflict with general
| aws. The power of nunicipalities under this section is as
broad as that of the state |egislature, providing the power
is exercised within the city and is not in conflict with the
state's general laws. In the exercise of its police power, a
city has broad discretion in determ ning what is reasonable
in endeavoring to protect the public health, safety, norals,
and general welfare of the community. 2°°

The fact that the state, in the exercise of its police
power, has enacted certain regulations does not, in itself,
prohibit a municipality frominposi ng additional
requirenents. If no conflict exists between the two, the
requi renments of the nmunicipal ordinance are not unreasonabl e
or discrimnatory, and the state has not preenpted the field,
both will stand. However, local |egislation which conflicts
with the general |aws of the

2491 bid., I-3.
201 pid., |-4.
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state is void. Conflict exists when an ordi nance dupli cates,
contradicts, or enters into a field which is fully occupi ed,
expressly or inplicitly, by general |aw ?*® Charter cities are
exenpt fromthe Article XI, section 7 provision prohibiting a
city fromenacting local |aws which conflict with general |aws
providing such local |laws concern judicially declared nmunicipa
affairs. 2°2

COUNTI ES

There are 58 counties in California.?® The Russian River
basin i ncludes two of these counties, Mendoci no and Sonoma.

The powers of California counties are prescribed by the
California constitution and Title 3 of the California Governnent
Code, commencing at section 23000. A county is a body corporate
and politic which has the powers specified in Title 3 and such
others necessarily inplied fromthose expressed. 2%

A county may sue and be sued; purchase, receive by gift or
bequest, and hold land within its |imts, or el sewhere when
permtted by |l aw, make contracts and purchase and hol d personal
property necessary to the exercise of its powers; nmanage, sell
| ease, or otherw se dispose of its property as the interests of
its Lapabitants require; and |l evy and coll ect taxes authorized by
I aw.

Article XI, Section 7 of the California constitution
aut hori zes counties to exercise police power to nake and enforce
withinits |limts all local, police, sanitary and ot her
ordi nances and regulations not in conflict with general |aws. ?°®
Violation of a county ordinance is a m sdeneanor unless by
ordinance it is made an infraction. Such violation nmay be
prosecuted by county authorities in the nane of the people of the

25 bid., 1I-5.
2521 pid., 1-10.

253\West's Annotated California Codes. Governnent Code
Section 23012.

2%4cal i forni a Governnment Code, Section 23003.

255cal i forni a Governnment Code, Section 23004.

256california Constitution, Article 11, Section 7.
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State of California, or redressed by civil action.?
Ordi nances enacted by counties are effective only in the
uni ncorporated territory of the county. 2%

In 1953, the state legislature determ ned that
unprecedented growt h in the unincorporated areas of many
counties of California had created the need for extended
governnmental services in these areas. |In response, the
| egi sl ature adopted the County Service Area Law. This |aw
provi des a vehicle for furnishing urban services within
devel oped uni ncorporated areas of a county adequate to neet the
needs of such areas and provides a neans to pay for such
servi ces. 2*°

The board of supervisors of a county may appropriate and
expend noney fromthe general fund of the county for the
protection and reforestation of the watersheds of streans and
rivers in the county.?®® The board may appropriate and expend
money fromthe general fund or other appropriate funds of the
county for the construction of works, inprovenents, |evees, or
check dans to prevent the overflow and fl ooding of streams and
rivers in the county, and where reasonably necessary, outside
t he county. 2%

PLANNI NG AND ZONI NG LAW

The pl anning and zoni ng powers and duties of California
cities and counties are prescribed in Title 7 of the
California Governnment Code, comencing at section 65000.
Title 7 is known and cited as the Planning and Zoning Law.
In this law, the | egislature declared that California's |and
is an exhaustible resource which is essential to the econony,
envi ronnent and general well-being of the peopl e of
California. It is the policy of the state to protect this
resource and to insure its preservation and use in ways which
are economcally and socially desirable. 2°2

257cal i forni a Governnment Code, Section 23132.

285t irling v. Board of Supervisors of County of Los
Angel es, 121 Cal. Rptr. 435, 48 Cal. App. 3d 184.

259californi a Government Code, Section 25210. 1.
2603l i forni a Gover nnment Code, Section 25680.

261lcaliforni a Governnment Code, Section 25681.
2623l i forni a Gover nnent Code, Section 65030.
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The | egi sl ature found that decisions involving the future
growth of the state should be guided by an effective planning
process, including the |ocal general plan, and should proceed
within the framework of officially approved statew de goals and
policies directed to | and use, population growth and
di stribution, devel opnent, open space, resource preservation and
utilization, air and water quality, and other related factors. 2%

The O fice of Planning and Research in the Ofice of the
Governor is the state agency responsi ble for devel oping state
| and use policies, coordinating planning of all state agencies,
and assisting and nonitoring |local and regional planning. The
O fice of Planning and Research does not, however, have any
direct operating or regulatory powers over |and use, public
wor ks, or other state, regional, or |ocal projects or
progr ams. 2%

Under the Pl anning and Zoning Law, every city and county
must have a general plan for its physical developnent. The plan
must be conprehensive, |long-term and up-to-date. Al local Iand
use deci sions nust be consistent with the general plan, with a
limted exception for charter cities.?%

Each city and county has a planning agency with the power
to carry out the jurisdiction's land use responsibilities. That
function nay be exercised by the |egislative body or nay be
del egated to a pl anni ng conm ssion, other adm nistrative body, a
hearing officer or any conbination of these entities. Typically
there is a planning comrission. The planning conmm ssion reviews
matters related to planning and devel opnent. |t holds public
hearings regularly scheduled to consider |and use matters such
as zone changes, conditional use pernmts, variances and genera
pl an anendnments. The city or county's planning or comrunity
devel opnent departnent provides staff support to the
conmmi ssi on. 2°°

The general plan has seven nmandatory el enents. These are a
| and use el enent, circul ati on el enent, housing el enent,
conservati on el ement, open space el enent, noise el enent and
safety elenent. The general plan nmay contain additiona
el ements relating to the physical devel opnment of the comrunity,
such as a recreation elenment and historic preservation el enent.
The mandatory el enents of general plans nost relevant to the

263cal i forni a Gover nment Code, Section 65030. 1.
264cal i forni a Government Code, Section 65035
26°\Muni ci pal Law Handbook. V-17.

2661 pid., V-17, V-18.
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condition of the Russian River are the | and use
el ement, conservation el enent, and open space
el ement . 287

The | and use el enent of the general plan nust designate the
proposed general distribution and intensity of |and uses for
housi ng, industry, business, open space, natural resources,
public facilities, waste disposal sites and other categories of
public and private uses. The |and use el enment nust include
st andards of popul ation density and building intensity, and al so
must identify areas subject to flooding and parcels designated
for timber production. 258

The conservation el enent of the general plan nust address
the identification, conservation, devel opnent and use of natural
resources. Natural resources includes water, forests, soils,
wat erways, wildlife and m neral deposits. The elenent may al so
consi der such issues as flood control, water and air pollution,
erosion, conversion of farm and, endangered species, and timng
and inpact of mning and | ogging activities. The portions of
the conservation el enent addressing water issues nmust be
devel oped in coordination with all | ocal agencies which dea
with water in the comunity. 2°®°

The open space el enment of the general plan nust detai
conprehensi ve and | ong-range plans and measures for preserving
open space for natural resources, managi ng the production of
resources, for outdoor recreation, and for public health and
safety. The el enent nust have an action program which includes
t he adoption of an open space zoning ordi nance designating
exclusive agricultural zones, large |ot zones and speci al
overlay requirement for hazardous areas. The open space el enent
nmust al so include goals and policies for preserving and managi ng
open space and an inventory of all open space property, whether
privately or publicly owned. ?"°

CALI FORNI A ENVI RONVENTAL QUALI TY ACT

The environmental preservation powers and duties of
California cities, counties and other public agencies are
prescribed in Division 13 of the California Public Resources

/I bi d. , V- 20.
268) pi d. , V-21.
269 pi d. , V- 24,
210 pi d. , V- 24, V- 25.
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Code, commenci ng at section 21000. Division 13 is a
conprehensi ve environnental preservation |aw, known as the
California Environnental Quality Act (CEQA). In this act, the
| egi sl ature declared that every citizen has a responsibility to
contribute to the preservation and enhancenent of the
environment. The interrelationship of policies and practices in
t he managenent of natural resources and waste di sposal requires
systemati ¢ and concerted efforts by public and private interests
to enhance environnental quality and to control environnmental
pol | ution. 2"

The legislature also declared that it is the policy of the
state to take all actions necessary to protect, rehabilitate,
and enhance the environmental quality of the state; to prevent
the elimnation of fish or wildlife species due to man's
activities, insure that fish and wildlife popul ati ons do not
drop bel ow sel f-perpetuating | evels, and preserve for future
generations representations of all plant and ani mal conmmunities
and exanples of the major periods of California history; to
ensure that the long-term protection of the environnent,
consistent with the provision of a decent home and suitable
living environnment for every Californian, shall be the guiding
criterion in public decisions; and to require governnment
agencies at all levels to devel op standards and procedures
necessary to protect environmental quality. 2"

The Secretary of the California Resources Agency has
adopted conprehensi ve regul ati ons governi ng the requirenents of
CEQA. Every | ocal public agency, including each city and county,
must adopt | ocal procedures which will be used to evaluate
proposed projects and adm nister the | ocal agency's
responsibilities under CEQA. The | ocal guidelines nust be
consistent with CEQA and the state CEQA gui delines.?"3

The public agency which has the principal responsibility
for carrying out or approving a proposed project is the "lead
agency". A "project" is any activity proposed to be carried out
by, or subject to the discretionary approval of, a public agency
whi ch has the potential to cause a direct or reasonably
foreseeabl e i ndirect physical change in the environment. The
| ead agency prepares an environmental inpact report (EIR) or
negative declaration. An agency which has discretionary
approval authority over a project, but which does not have
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving the
project, is a

2lcalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 21000.

22californi a Public Resources Code, Section 21001.
23Muni ci pal Law Handbook, VI - 4.
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"responsi bl e agency”. Although in some instances two or nore
agencies will act to inplenent or approve a project, only one
agency can function as the |ead agency. The state CEQA

gui delines establish criteria for determ ning which agency is
the lead agency. Cities and counties nornmally serve as the | ead
agency for private projects within their respective
jurisdictions. 2™

A responsi bl e agency does not prepare an environnent al
i npact report or negative declaration. However, a responsible
agency must consult with the | ead agency regarding the EIR or
negati ve declaration and consider that docunent before approving
a project.?”

A negative declaration is appropriate in two situations.
First, a negative declaration is prepared if no substanti al
evi dence shows the project may have a significant inpact on the
envi ronnent. Second, a negative declaration is prepared if an
initial study identifies potentially significant inpacts, but
revi sions made to the project before public review of the
negati ve declaration clearly reduce the inpacts to a |evel of
insignificance. This latter type is known as a "mtigated"
negative decl arati on. ?’®

SURFACE M NI NG AND RECLAMATI ON ACT OF 1975

The powers and duties of California cities and counties
with respect to surface mning and reclanmation are prescribed in
Di vision 2, Chapter 9 of the California Public Resources Code,
commenci ng at Section 2710. Chapter 9 is known as the Surface
M ning and Recl amation Act of 1975. In this act, the
| egi sl ature found and declared that the extraction of mnerals
is essential to the continued well-being of the state and to the
needs of the society, and that the reclamation of mned |ands is
necessary to prevent or mninze adverse effects on the
environnent and to protect the public health and safety.?’’

The | egislature declared its intent to create and mai ntain
an effective and conprehensive surface m ning and recl amati on
regulatory policy to assure that; (1) adverse environnmental

241 pid., VI-4, VI-5.
275 pid., WI-5.

2781 pid., VI -8.

277california Public Resources Code, Section 2711.

2-1-8



effects are prevented or mnin zed and that m ned | ands are
reclainmed to a usable condition which is readily adaptable for
alternative land uses; (2) the production and conservation of
m neral s are encouraged, while giving consideration to val ues
relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage,
and aesthetic enjoynment; and (3) residual hazards to the public
heal th and safety are elinm nated.?’®

The Surface M ning and Recl amati on Act of 1975 does not
limt the police power of cities and counties, nor their power
to declare, prohibit and abate nuisances. Nor does it I[imt the
power of cities and counties to regulate | and uses under the
Pl anni ng and Zoning Law. Cities and counties may al so adopt
policies, standards, or regulations inposing additional
requirenments if such requirenents do not prevent conpliance with
t he provisions of the act.?"’

The act requires every city and county with an active
surface mning activity within its jurisdiction to adopt
ordi nances in accordance with state policy which establish
procedures for the review and approval of reclamation plans and
the issuance of a permt to conduct surface mining operations.??
These ordi nances nust be submtted to the state and certified by
the state as being in accordance with state policy before they
beconme effective.?’® Except for persons who have a vested right
to conduct surface m ning operations, once the |ocal ordinance
has been certified, no person may conduct surface m ning
operations, with certain |[imted exceptions, unless a permt is
obtai ned from and a reclanmnation plan has been submtted to, and
approved by, and financial assurances for reclamati on have been
approved by, the city or county having jurisdiction.?® |f no
| ocal ordinance is effective, reclamation plans nust be
submtted to, and approved by, the state prior to any surface
m ni ng. 28!

A vested right to conduct surface mning is a right,
protected by due process concerns, to continue the use existing
at the tine a | and use law is passed, even though the | aw would

276cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 2712.
277californi a Public Resources Code, Section 2715.

278cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 2774.
2%Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Sections 2774.3, 2774.5
280cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 2770.

28lcalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 2774.5.
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not ot herwi se allow such use.?® The Surface M ning and

Recl amati on Act of 1975 becane effective on January 1, 1976.
Persons who have a vested right to conduct surface m ning
operations are not required to obtain a permt fromeither the
city or county, or the state, as long as the m ning continues
and as long as no substantial changes are nmade in the operation
A person is deened to have a vested right if, prior to January
1, 1976, the person has in good faith and in reliance upon any
required permts diligently commenced surface m ning operations
and incurred substantial liabilities for necessary work and
materials. Persons having vested rights must nevert hel ess
submt a reclamation plan to the city or county having
jurisdiction, and secure approval of the plan.?®

The Surface M ning and Reclamation Act of 1975 contains
conpl ex provisions relating to continued m ning under vested
ri ghts pending the approval of reclamation plans. It also
provides for various time limts for subm ssion of, and action
on, reclamation plans, for appeals of |ocal governnment decisions
to the state, and for interi mnmanagenent plans. 2%

“82Hansen Bros. Enterprises v. Board of Supervisors of
County of Nevada, 35 Cal.Rptr.2d 358, 30 Cal. App. 4th 23, 34
Cal . App. 4th 1546, review granted and opini on superseded 38

283california Public Resources Code, Section 2776.

284cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 2770.
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Chapter 11, Special Districts

| NTRODUCTI ON

The Russian River basin includes a | arge nunber of speci al
districts. These include water districts, conmmunity services
districts, an agricultural and open space district, public
utility districts, recreation and park districts, resource
conservation districts and sanitation districts. The basin also
i ncludes joint powers authorities.

Special districts are |ocal governnmental entities which
focus on alimted field of activity, such as recreation or
resource conservation. The power and duty of special districts
is defined by enabling statutes and certain general |aws.?® This
is in contrast to cities and counties, which have a state
constitutional grant of police power which is as broad as that
of the state legislature itself, so long as its exercise is not
in conflict with the state's general |aws.

In California, special districts are either dependent or
i ndependent. Dependent special districts are governed by either
a city or county |egislative body. Independent districts are
governed by a separate board of directors.

The enabling statutes of special districts take two fornmns.
Most special districts are fornmed under general enabling
statutes which are codified as part of the general |aw of the
state. Exanples of these tgpes of enabling statutes are the
County Water District Act?®® and the Recreation and Park District
Act?®’.  The enabling statute of some special districts are
unique to that district and are usually not codified. Exanples
of these special act districts are the Sonoma County Water
Agency and the Mendoci no County Water Agency, which are
di scussed in the foll ow ng section.

285Muni ci pal Law Handbook, 1-17.

286Cal i forni a Water Code, Division 12, commencing at
Secti on 30000.

287Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Division 5 Chapter 4,
commenci ng at Section 5780.
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SPECI AL ACT WATER AGENCI ES

The Russian River basin includes two special act
wat er agenci es. These are the Sonoma County \Water Agency
and the Mendoci no County Water Agency.

Sonoma County WAter Agency

The Sonoma County Water Agency was created by the State
Legi sl ature (Statutes of 1949, Chapter 994 as anmended). The
Agency is enpowered to produce and furnish surface and
groundwat er for beneficial uses; to control and di spose of
flood, stormand other waters; to generate electrical energy;
and to provide, operate and mamintain recreation in connection
with flood control and water conservation works within the
jurisdiction of the Agency. 28

Legi sl ation enacted in 1994 added the collection, treatnent
and di sposal of Wastewater to the Agency's responsibilities. 2
Under this |legislation several county service areas providing
Wast ewat er services were transferred to the Agency.

The Agency is a dependent district, governed by the Board
of Supervisors of Sonoma County.?2%° Many of the County of Sonoma
officers are, ex officio, also officers of the Ag;ency.291 The
territory of the Agency is all of Sonomm County. %2

The Agency nmay adopt ordi nances, resolutions, and take
other legislative acts to carry out the purposes of the Agency
so long as they are not in conflict with the State Constitution
and the Agency's act. Unlike county ordi nances, ordi nances
adopted by the Agency are effective in both the unincorporated
and incorporated areas of Sonoma County, except within the
territory of any citg which formally requests to have its
territory excluded. ?®3

288\est' s Annotated California Codes, Water Code Appendi X,
Chapter 53, Section 3.
289 bi d., Chapter 53, Sections 36 and 37.

299 pi d., Chapter 53, Section 4.

2911 bi d., Chapter 53, Section 6.
292 pj d., Chapter 53, Section 1.
293 bi d., Chapter 53, Section 7.
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Mendoci no County WAt er Agency

The Mendoci no County WAater Agency was created by the State
Legi sl ature (Statutes of 1949, Chapter 995 as anmended). The
Agency is enpowered to control flood and storm waters and ot her
waters; to conserve such waters by storage in surface
reservoirs; to divert and transport such waters for beneficial
uses within the agency; to release such waters from surface
reservoirs to replenish and augnent the supply of waters in
nat ural underground reservoirs and otherwi se to reduce the waste
of water and to protect |life and property fromfloods wthin the
agency; and to do any and every |lawful act necessary to be done
that sufficient water may be avail able for any present and
future beneficial use of the lands or inhabitants within the
agency. 2%

The Agency is a dependent district, governed by the Board
of Supervisors of Mendoci no County.?°® Many County of Mendoci no
officers are, ex officio, also officers of the Agencgy.296 The
territory of the Agency is all of Mendocino County. 2%

The Agency is authorized to establish inprovenent districts
with all the powers of the Agency to undertake projects or works
of inprovenent. The Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation |nprovenment District, discussed
in the follow ng section, was forned under this authority.

WATER DI STRI CTS

The Russian River basin includes ten water districts which
rely on the Russian River for a water supply. These are the
Mendoci no County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation I nmprovenment District, Potter Valley Irrigation
District, Calpella County Water District, Redwood Valley County
Water District, WIlow County Water District, MIIview County
Water District, Forestville County Water District, Russian River
County Water District, Sweetwater Springs Water District, and
W ndsor Water District.

294 pj d., Chapter 54, Section 3
295 bi d., Chapter 54, Section 4.
296 pj d., Chapter 54, Section 6
297 bi d., Chapter 54, Section 1
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Mendoci no County Russian River Flood Control and
Wat er Conservation | nprovenent District

The Mendoci no County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation |Inmprovenent District (lInmprovenment District) was
formed under the Mendocino County Water Agency Act.?°® The
| nprovenent District, has with respect to the territory within
its boundaries, the rights, duties, and powers of the Mendocino
County Water Agency. 2%

The I nmprovenent District is governed by an el ected board of
five trustees.®? The territory of the Inprovenent District
generally includes the Ukiah and Hopl and Val |l eys. Redwood
Vall ey is not included.

Potter Valley Irrigation District

The Potter Valley Irrigation District was formed under the
Irrigation District Law. 3°! The Potter Valley Irrigation District
is an independent district, governed by an el ected five-nenber
board of directors.

Irrigation districts have substantial powers. They are
aut hori zed to provide water; under certain conditions to appoint
wat er masters; reclaimWstewater; provide for drainage; provide
for the generation, transm ssion and distribution of electric
power; provide flood control; with the consent of the electorate
of the district, to provide sewage disposal; and to provide
recreational facilities in connection with any dans, reservoirs,
or other works owned or controlled by the district.3

County Water Districts

Cal pella County Water District, Redwood Vall ey County Wter
District, WIlow County Water District, MIIlview County Water
District, Forestville County Water District, Russian River
County Water District, Sweetwater Springs Water District and
W ndsor Water District were all fornmed under the County Water
Di strict

298| bi d., Chapter 54, Sections 35 through 113.
299 bi d., Chapter 54, Section 102.
3091 bj d., Chapter 54, Section 69.

30lcalifornia Water Code, Division 11, comnmencing at
Section 20500.

302cgl i fornia Water Code, Section 22075 through 22225.
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Law. %°3 The W ndsor Water District is a dependent district,
subsidiary to the Town of Wndsor, and is governed by the Town
Council of Wndsor. The other districts are independent and are
governed by el ected five-nmenber boards of directors.

County water districts are authorized to furnish sufficient
water within the district for any present or future benefici al
use; to store water for the benefit of the district, conserve
water for future use, and appropriate, acquire, and conserve
wat er and water rights for any useful purpose; and to operate
wat er rights, works, property, rights, and privil eges useful or
necessary to convey, supply, store, or nmake use of water for any
aut hori zed purpose. 3°* County water districts may sell surplus
water to nmunicipalities, public agencies, or consuners |ocated
outside the district.?3°®

County water districts may hold, use, enjoy |ease, or
di spose of property within or outside the district necessary to
the full exercise of its powers.3% County water districts may
construct, purchase, |ease, or otherw se acquire works, water
rights, land, rights, and privileges useful or necessary to
convey, supply, store, or otherw se make use of water. 3%’

County water districts may al so acquire, construct, and
operate facilities for the collection, treatnment and di sposal of
sewage, waste and storm water of the district and its
i nhabi tants, and of public agencies outside the district with
the consent of such public agency. 3%

County water districts nmay use any water or |and under
their control for recreational purposes and in connection
therewith may construct, maintain, and operate any works or

facilities appropriate or ancillary to such recreational use.3%

303Cali fornia Water Code, Division 12, commencing at
Section 30000.

304Cal i forni a Water Code, Section 31020 through 31022,

305cal i forni a Water Code, Section 31023.

306cal i forni a Water Code, Section 31041.
307cal i forni a Water Code, Section 31042.

308californi a Water Code, Section 31100.
309cal i forni a Water Code, Section 31130.
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COVVUNI TY SERVI CES DI STRI CTS

The Russian River basin includes three community services
districts which were fornmed under the Community Services
District Law. 3% These are the Potter Valley Community Services
District, Cazadero Conmmunity Services District and Occi dent al
Community Services District. Comunity services districts are
i ndependent districts, governed by an el ected board of directors
consisting of either three or five nenbers.

Community services districts are authorized to provide a
broad range of municipal services. These include the supplying
of water; collection, treatnent and di sposal of sewage, waste
and storm water; collection or disposal of garbage or refuse;
fire protection; public recreation; street lighting; nmosquito
abatenment; police protection; library services; street
mai nt enance; with the consent of the city or county, the
construction and inprovenent of bridges, culverts, curbs,
gutters and drains; undergroundi ng existing overhead utility
i nes; ambul ance services; public airports and transportation
servi ces. 31!

AGRI CULTURAL AND OPEN SPACE DI STRI CTS

The Russian River basin includes one district which was
formed under the Park and Open Space Districts Law. 3? The Sonoma
County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District was
formed in 1990. The boundaries of the district enconpass all of
Sonoma County. It is a dependent district, governed by the
Board of Supervisors of Sonoma County. 33

The district is financed by the Sonoma County Open Space
Aut hority through the levy of a Y percent countyw de sal es tax
over a 20-year period. This provides the district approximtely
$10 mllion per year for the preservation of agricultural |and

310cal i forni a Governnment Code, Title 6, Division 3,
conmmenci ng at Section 61000.

31lcaliforni a Government Code, Section 61600.

312cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Division 5, Chapter 3,
Article 3, commencing at Section 5500.

31350noma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space
District, Acquisition Plan, Novenber 1994, 1.
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and open space. 3!

The acquisition of interests in agricultural |ands and open
space is made pursuant to an acquisition plan. This plan nust
be consistent with the County General Plan. The open space
el ement of the Sonoma County General Plan establishes policies
and progranms to preserve the scenic and natural resources of the
County. The land use, agricultural resources and resource
conservation elenments further include policies to protect
agricultural |ands and other sensitive areas.3!®

The preservation of agricultural |and and open space by the
di strict focuses on areas of the County which are designated in
t he open space el ement of the General Plan. These include
community separators, scenic |andscape units, scenic corridors,
critical habitat areas, and riparian corridors. 3t

PUBLI C UTI LI TY DI STRI CTS

The Russian River basin includes two public utility
districts which were fornmed under the Public Uility District
Act .3 These are the Hopland Public Utility District and Cotati
Public Uility District. The Hopland Public Uility District is
an i ndependent district governed by a five-nenber board of
directors. The Cotati Public Utility District is a dependent
district, subsidiary to the City of Cotati, and is governed by
the Cotati City Council.

Public utility districts are authorized to provide a
limted range of nunicipal services. These include supplying
light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone service and
gar bage and sewage di sposal.3!® They also include providing fire
protection, street lighting, public parks, public playgrounds,
buil dings to be used for public purposes, and works for the
drai nage of roads, streets and public places, including curbs,

3141 pi d.
3151 pid., 4, 5.
316) pi d.

317cal i forni a Codes, Public Utilities Code, Division 7,
commenci ng at Section 15501.

318California Public Utilities Code, Section 16461,
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gutters, sidewal ks and pavenent of streets.3!°

RECREATI ON AND PARK DI STRI CTS

The Russian River basin includes four recreation and park
districts which were forned under the Recreation and Park
District Law. >2° These are the Canp Meeker Recreation and Park
District, Del Rio Wods Recreation and Park District, Monte Ri o
Recreation and Park District and Russian River Recreation and
Park District. Recreation and park districts are governed by a
five-menber board of directors which may be either el ected or
appoi nt ed. 32! These four recreation and park districts are al
i ndependent districts, governed by elected directors.

Recreation and park districts are authorized to organize,
pronote, conduct, and advertise progranms of conmunity
recreation; establish systens of recreation and recreation
centers, including parks and parkways; acquire, construct,

i nprove, nmmintain and operate recreation centers within or
outside their territorial limts; and provide public
transportati on services. 3?2 Under certain conditions, recreation
and park districts may al so provide fire protection, garbage
coll ection and di sposal, street lighting, and street sweeping
servi ces. 323

In addition to the powers enunerated above, in 1994 the
Canp Meeker Recreation and Park District was granted the powers
granted to county water districts by the County Water District
Law. 324

RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON DI STRI CTS

The Russi an River basin includes three resource
conservation districts which were fornmed under the Resource
Conservati on

319¢cal i f or ni
320cal i f or ni
321cal i f or ni
322cal i f or ni
323cal i f or ni

324cal i f or ni

Public Utilities Code, Section 16463.

Publ i c Resources Code, Division 5, Chapter 4.
Publ i c Resources Code, Section 5781. 4.

Publ i c Resources Code, Section 5782. 2.

Publ i c Resources Code, Sections 5782.22, 5782.23.
Publ i c Resources Code, Section 5782.27.

9 929 o 9 99 9 Q©
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District Law. 3?*® These are the Mendoci no County Resource
Conservation District, Gold Ri dge Resource Conservation District
and Sot oyonme- Santa Rosa Resource Conservation District.
Resource conservation districts are independent districts,
governed by an el ected five-nmenber board of directors. 3?°

Resource conservation districts are formed for the contro
of runoff, the prevention or control of soil erosion, the
devel opnent and distribution of water, and the inprovenment of
| and capabilities. 3’ Resource conservation districts are
aut horized to conduct surveys, investigations, and research
relating to the conservation of resources and needed preventive
and control neasures. 3%®

Resource conservation districts are authorized to nake
i mprovenments on public lands, with the cooperation of the agency
adm ni stering such | ands, and on private |ands, with the consent
of the owners, in furtherance of the prevention or control of
soi|l erosion, water conservation and distribution, agricultural
enhancenent, wildlife enhancenent, and erosion stabilization.
Aut hori zed measures include terraces, ditches, |evees, dans and
ot her structures and the planting of trees, shrubs, grasses and

ot her vegetati on. 3%°

Each resource conservation district nust develop a
di strict-wi de conprehensive plan which nust include soil and
wat er conservation, including the inprovenent of farmirrigation
and | and drai nage, erosion control and flood prevention, and
community watersheds within the district. Such plans nust
conformwith city and county general plans. 3%

SANI TATI ON DI STRI CTS

The Russian River basin includes five sanitation districts

325Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Division 9, Chapter 3,
conmenci ng at Section 9151.

326california Public Resources Code, Section 9182.

327california Public Resources Code, Section 9151.
328Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 9402.

329Ccalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 94009.

330california Public Resources Code, Section 9413.
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whi ch were forned under the County Sanitation District Act.?33
These are the Ukiah Valley Sanitation District, Forestville
County Sanitation District, Occidental County Sanitation
District, Russian River County Sanitation District and South
Park County Sanitation District. The Ukiah Valley Sanitation
District is a dependent district, governed by an three-nmenber
board of directors consisting of two Mendoci no County

supervi sors and one nenber of the Ukiah City Council. The four
Sonoma County sanitation districts are dependent districts,
governed by the Board of Supervisors of Sonoma County.

County sanitation districts are authorized to acquire or
construct, maintain, and operate, within or outside the
district, sewage collection, treatnent and di sposal works.
County sanitation districts are also authorized, to acquire or
construct, maintain, and operate refuse transfer or disposal
facilities.3?

JO NT POWERS AUTHORI Tl ES

Under the Joint Exercise of Powers Act3®3 two or nore

public agencies by agreenent may jointly exercise any power
common to the contracting agencies. It is not necessary that
any power common to the agencies be exercisable by each such
contracting agency with respect to the geographical area in
whi ch such power is to be jointly exercised.

The joint exercise of powers agreenent may provide for the
adm ni stration of the agreenent by one or nore of the parties to
the agreenent, by a separate comm ssion or board constituted
pursuant to the agreenment, or by a person, firmor corporation,
i ncluding a nonprofit corporation, designated by the
agreenent . >*°> When the agreement is administered by a separate
conm ssion or board, the comm ssion or board is often referred
to as a joint powers authority.

Any agency, conm ssion, or board provided for by a joint

33lcalifornia Health and Safety Code, Division 5, Part 3,
Chapter 3, comenci ng at Section 4700.

332California Health and Safety Code, Section 4741.

333Cal i forni a Government Code, Title 1, Division 7,
Chapter 5, Articles 1 and 2, comrencing at Section 6500.

334californi a Governnent Code, Section 6502.
33%Cal i forni a Gover nnment Code, Section 6506.
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exerci se of powers agreenent nmay issue revenue bonds to pay the
cost and expenses of acquiring or constructing a project or
conducting a program for many statutorily enumerated purposes.?®
Prior to issuing revenue bonds, the parties to the joint
exercise of powers agreenent nust authorize the issuance by
ordi nances. Such ordi nances are subject to the referendum
provi si ons of Section 9142 of the El ections Code. 3%

36

Santa Rosa Subregi onal Sewerage System

The cities of Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park and Sebastopol and
the South Park County Sanitation District have entered into a
joint exercise of powers agreenent providing for the
construction, operation and mai ntenance, financing and use of
the Santa Rosa Subregional Sewerage System 3% The subregional
sewerage system consi sts of interceptor sewers, punping
stations, sewage treatnent plants, effluent pipelines,
reservoirs, and |l and disposal facilities which serve the
contracting agenci es. 3%°

The agreenent provides that the City of Santa Rosa shall
adm ni ster, construct, operate, manage and control the
subregi onal sewerage system *%° The agreenent establishes a
techni cal advisory committee conprised of the chief
adm nistrative officer of each party to the agreenent or their
desi gnees. the purpose of the advisory conmttee is to present,
review and resolve mutual problens related to the subregional
sewage system to reconmend a uni form sewer use ordi nhance and to
advise on its application; to reconmend content of and to review
operati on and managenent reports; to review the annual budget,
capacity assignnent and pl anni ng; and to appoi nt and supervise
an i ndependent certified public accountant. 3

Mendoci no County | nland Water and Power Comm ssion

A joint exercise of powers agreenent is being negotiated
bet ween the Mendoci no County Water Agency, Mendoci no County

336Cal i forni a Government Code, Section 6546.
337cal i forni a Government Code, Section 6547.

338agr eenent between City of Santa Rosa and City of Rohnert,
Park. City of Sebastopol. South Park Sanitation District for Use
of Santa Rosa Subregi onal Sewerage System April. 1975.

339 bid., Section 4.

3401 pi d., Section 5.

3411 bi d., Section 6.
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Russi an River Flood Control and Water Conservation | nprovenent
District, Redwood Valley County Water District, Potter Valley
Irrigation District, and Gty of UWkiah which would establish the
Mendoci no County | nland Water and Power Conmi ssion. 3*? The

pur pose of the agreenent is to provide a neans for the

acqui sition of water works, and power plant and rel ated assets
and rights; to preserve the continued Eel River diversions into
the Russian River; to naintain the viability of the Pacific Gas
and Electric Conpany's Potter Valley Project; to purchase or
ot herwi se acquire the Potter Valley Project; and to negotiate
and enter into agreenments respecting Eel and Russian River
wat er s, 343

The proposed Conm ssion would be governed by a board of
directors consisting of one nenber appointed by and fromthe
governi ng boards of each of the parties to the agreenent. The
board of directors would have the power to retain engineering
and | egal advisors and to appoint and enploy officers and
enpl oyees. 344

342Draft #9, Joint Exercise of Powers Agreenment for the
Formul ation and | npl enentation of the Mendoci no County | nland Wt er
and Power Commi ssion (Conmi ssion), February. 1996.

3431 pid., Section 3.01.
344 pid., Article V.
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Chapter 111, State Agencies

| NTRODUCTI ON - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

The Resources Agency includes the several departnents,
boards and comm ssions of state governnment which are concerned
wi th natural resources.®?® Departments which are in the Resources
Agency include Parks and Recreation, Conservation, Forestry,
Wat er Resources, and Fish and Game. 34°

Comm ssi ons which are in the Resources Agency include the
State Park and Recreation Comm ssion, State Resource
Conservati on Conm ssion, California Water Conm ssion, Fish and
Game Conm ssion, California Coastal Comm ssion, and State Lands
Comm ssion. Boards in the Resources Agency include the State
M ni ng and Geol ogy Board, State Board of Forestry, WIldlife
Conservation Board, and State Water Resources Control Board.
The State Coastal Conservancy is also in the Resources Agency.

The Resources Agency is headed by a secretary who is
appoi nted by and directly responsible to the Governor. 3*

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATI ON

The executive officer of the Departnment of Parks and
Recreation is the Director of Parks and Recreation who is
appoi nted by the Governor.3*® The principal responsibility of the
Department of Parks and Recreation is the operation and
mai nt enance of the state park system State park facilities
within or partly within the Russian River basin include the
Armstrong Redwoods State Reserve, Austin Creek State Recreation
Area, Annadel State Park and Sugarl oaf Ri dge State Park.

Addi ti onal powers and duties of the Departnent include the
conducti ng of studies and surveys of existing recreational
facilities and services within the state; the devel opnent of
| ong range plans for recreational facilities and prograns
necessary to neet recreational needs throughout the state; and
participation

345Cal i forni a Governnment Code, Section 12801.
346cal i forni a Gover nment Code, Section 12805.
347cal i forni a Gover nment Code, Section 12850.

348Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 501.
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with other federal, state, and | ocal governnental agencies
i n planning and coordi nati ng the devel opnent of recreational
facilities and prograns. 3*°

State Park and Recreati on Commi Ssi on

The State Park and Recreation Comm ssion consists of nine
menbers appointed by the Governor for four year terms.3° The
Comm ssi on establishes general policies for the guidance of the
Director of Parks and Recreation in the adm nistration,
protection, and devel opnent of the state park system ! In
addi tion, the Comm ssion nust fornmulate, in cooperation with
ot her state agencies, interested organizations and citizens, and
recommend to the Director, a conprehensive recreational policy
for the state. 3%

DEPARTIVENT OF CONSERVATI ON

The executive officer of the Departnent of Conservation is
the Director of Conservation, who is appointed by the
Gover nor. 3*® The Department of Conservation consists of four
di vi sions, known as the Division of Mnes and Geol ogy; the
Division of O1l, Gas, and Geothernmal Resources; the Division of
Resource Conservation; and the Division of Recycling.?3*

Di vi sion of M nes and Geol ogy

The executive officer of the Division of Mnes and Geol ogy
is the Director of Conservation.®*® The Director is advised by
the State Geol ogi st.>*® The responsibilities of the Division
i ncludes the mai ntenance of the California State M ning and
M neral Miseunm carrying out prograns, in cooperation wth other

39¢Cal i f or ni
330Cal i f or ni
%lcalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 539.
32Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 540.

a Public Resources Code, Section 541.
a
a
a

33cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 601.
a
a
a

Publ i ¢ Resources Code, Section 530.

3%4cal i f or ni
355cal i f or ni

356cal i f or ni

Publ i ¢ Resources Code, Section 607.
Publ i ¢ Resources Code, Section 2202.
Publ i ¢ Resources Code, Section 2205.
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governnent al agencies, to reduce the loss of |ife and property
by mtigating geol ogical hazards; collecting statistics
concerning the occurrence and production of the economcally

i nportant m nerals and the nmethods pursued in making their

val uabl e constituents avail able for comercial use; and

admi ni stering the Surface Mning and Recl amation Act of 1975.3%

State M ning and Geol ogy Board

The State M ning and Geol ogy Board consists of nine nenbers
appoi nted by the Governor for four year terms.>*® The Board
nomi nates, and the Director appoints the State Geol ogi st.>° The
Board represents the state's interest in the devel opnent,
utilization, and conservation of the mneral resources of the
state and establishes surface mining and recl amation policy.3°

The State M ning and Geol ogy Board provides for a statew de
program of research regarding the technical phases of reclaimng
m ned | ands. %! The Board al so provides for a public information
program on matters involving the state's terrain, m neral
resources, mning, the reclamtion of m ned | ands, and the
sei snol ogi cal and geol ogi cal aspects of earthquakes and ot her
geol ogi cal hazards. 362

Di vi si on of Resource Conservati on

The executive officer of the Division of Resource
Conservation is the Chief of the Division of Resource
Conservation. *3 The Division of Resource Conservation assists in
the formation, organization, and operation of the resource
conservation districts discussed in Chapter 2 of this Part.3%
The division may review resource conservation plans and
proposal s presented by resource conservation districts and
approve,

357cal i f or ni
3%8cal i f or ni
359cal i f or ni
360cal i f or ni
361cal i f or ni
362cal i f or ni
363cal i f or ni

364cal i f or ni

Publ i c Resources Code, Division 2.

Publ i c Resources Code, Section 660 and 664.
Publ i c Resources Code, Section 677.

Publ i c Resources Code, Section 672.

Publ i c Resources Code, Section 675.

Publ i c Resources Code, Section 676.

Publ i c Resources Code, Section 9020.

O v 2 O 9 O D D

Publ i ¢ Resources Code, Section 9062.
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di sapprove, or suggest nodifications of such plans. 3%

St ate Resource Conservati on Conm SsSi on

The State Resource Conservation Comm ssion consists of nine
menbers appointed by the Governor for four year terms. 3¢ The
Commi ssion formul ates, in cooperation with other state agencies,
I nterested organi zations, and citizens, a conprehensive resource
conservation policy for the state.®’ The Conmission nakes grants
to resource conservation districts to assist the districts in
carrying out their responsibilities, including small watershed
flood control projects and other works the districts are
aut hori zed to undertake.®%® Wth the approval of the State
Resour ce Conservation Comm ssion, the Division may provide
techni cal assistance to resource conservation districts to aid
cooperators in carrying out conservation practices and to aid
districts in devel oping plans for achieving their soil and water
conservation objectives.

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FI RE PROTECTI ON

The executive officer of the Departnent of Forestry and
Fire Protection is the Director of Forestry and Fire Protection,
who is appointed by the Governor.3®*° The Departnent of Forestry
and Fire Protection is nost widely known for its fire prevention
and suppression activities. In carrying out its prinmary m ssion
of Wldland fire protection, the Departnment has established and
mai ntains fire stations throughout the state.3? The Departnent
al so adm nisters the Forest Practice Act, manages the state
forests, maintains state nurseries to support the reforestation
of public and private |ands, enters into cooperative agreenents
for the control and eradication of insect pests or plant
di seases damagi ng or threatening forests, and acquires and
preserves | and

365california Public Resources Code, Section 9063.

366cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 9101.
367cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 9108

368cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 9111.
369cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 9064.
370california Public Resources Code, Section 701.

37lcalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 4143.
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cont ai ni ng Sequoi a G gant ea. 372

State Board of Forestry

The State Board of Forestry consists of nine nmenbers
appoi nted by the Governor for four year terms.3’® The Board
represents the state's interest in the acquisition and
managenent of the state forests and the protection of the
state's interest in forest resources on private land. The Board
establi shes forest policy and the general policies for guidance
of the Departnent of Forestry and Fire Protection.?3™

The Board provides for a statew de progran1of research in
the technical phases of forest, managenent.3’® Other state
agenci es nust submt to the Board plans for, and the results of,
all investigations that relate to, or have an effect on, forest
resource utilization for review and coment.3® The Board nust
i mpl emrent a public information programon matters invol ving
forest managenment and maintain an information file on forest
managenment research.3'’

The Board provides for the registration of professional

foresters utilizing a five-nenber exam nation committee conposed
of either nmenbers of the Board, professional foresters, or any
conbi nation of the two.3® The Board also classifies all |and

with the state for the purpose of determ ning areas in which the
financial responsibility of preventing and suppressing fires is
primarily the responsibility of the state.3"®

Forest Practice Act

The principal | and use managenent powers and duties of the
Departnment of Forestry and Fire Protection is prescribed in
Division 4, Part 2, Chapter 8 of the California Public Resources

372Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Division 4.
%3Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Sections 730, 732.
374cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 740.
37>Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 742.
37®Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 743.
3""cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 745.
3’8Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 763.

37%Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 4125.
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Code. Chapter 8 is known as the Z Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice
Act of 1973. In this act the legislature declared that the
forest resources and tinberlands of the state furnish high-
quality tinmber, recreational opportunities, and aesthetic

enj oynent while providing watershed protection and nai ntaining
fisheries and wildlife, and that there is great concern relating
to their utilization, restoration, and protection. The

| egislature further declared that it is the policy of the state
to encourage prudent and responsi ble forest resource nmanagenent
to both neet the need for tinber and other forest products, and
gi ve consideration to water protection, fisheries and wldlife,
and recreational opportunities. 38

The intent of the legislature in adopting the Forest
Practice Act was to create, and maintain an effective and
conprehensi ve system of regul ation and use of all tinberlands to
assure that where feasible, the productivity of tinmberland is
restored, enhanced and maintai ned, and the goal of maxi num
sust ai ned production of high-quality tinmber products is achieved
whil e giving consideration to values relating to recreation,
wat ershed, wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, and aesthetic

enj oyment . 38!

The Act does not preclude | ocal police regulation of forest
fire prevention and protection, provided such regulation is not
in conflict with state law. The Forest Practice Act does
preenpt the regulation of general forest practices by |ocal
governnental agenci es having | and use regul atory powers. 382
However, the act provides that individual counties nmay request
the State Board of Forestry to adopt additional rules and
regul ati ons for the content of tinmber harvesting plans and the
conduct of tinber operations to take into account |ocal needs.®

The Forest Practice Act and the California Environnmental
Quality Act are not in conflict. Tinber conpanies submtting
ti mber harvesting plans pursuant to the Forest Practice Act nust
al so conply with the Environnental Quality Act.3%

380cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 4512.
38lcalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 4513.

38228 (Ops. Atty. Gen. 190, 10-10-56.
383california Public Resources Code, Section 4516.5

384Nat ural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Arcata Nat. Corp.
(1976) 131 Cal .Rptr. 172, 59 C. A 3d 959.
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Under the Forest Practice Act the State Board of Forestry
must adopt forest practice rules and regul ations for each of the
districts into which the state is divided. The rules and
regul ati ons nust assure the continuous growi ng and harvesting of
commercial forest tree species and protect the soil, air, fish,
and wildlife, and water resources, including, but not limted
to, streams, |akes, and estuaries. 38

Under the Forest Practice Act no person can conduct ti nber
operations unless a tinber harvesting plan, prepared by a
regi stered professional forester, has been submtted to the
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.®® Upon receipt,
ti nber harvesting plans are filed in the county in which tinber
operations are proposed for public inspection and comrent.
Copies are transmtted to the Departnment of Fish and Gane, the
Regi onal Water Quality Control Board having jurisdiction, and
the county planning agency. 3%’

The Forest Practice Act includes extensive provisions
providing for review of submtted tinber harvesting pl ans,
public comrents, time limts, appeals, hearings and a
determ nation by the Director of Forestry and Fire Protection,
and if appealed, the State Board of Forestry. 388

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

The executive officer of the Departnment of Water Resources
is the Director of Water Resources, who is appointed by the
Governor. *®® The Departnent of Water Resources is npst widely
known for its construction and operation of the California Water
Project. However, the Departnment has nmany ot her powers and
duties and is involved in many activities, sone of which
directly affect the Russian River basin.

The Departnment is authorized to make investigations
relative to water resources; to supervise the distribution of
wat er in accordance with agreenments and court orders;

i nvestigate and report on avail able reservoir sites; make
seasonal water supply

385Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 4551.
386cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 4581.
387Cal i forni a Public Resources Code, Section 4582.6
388Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Sections 4582.7, 4582.9
389cal i forni a Water Code, Section 120.
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reports; take actions to prevent the unreasonabl e use of water;
and regul ate artificial rainmking. The Departnent is

aut hori zed to establish and adm ni ster watermaster service
areas; regul ate and supervi se dans and reservoirs; and engage in
various flood control, and | and recl amati on and drai nage studi es
and projects. 3%

The Departnment provides financial assistance for | ocal
projects pursuant to the Davis-Gunsky Act. This act provides
for grants and | oans by the State to public agencies for the
construction of water projects to nmeet |ocal requirenents for
which there is a statew de interest. 3%

California Water Comm ssi on

The California Water Conmm ssion consists of nine nmenbers
appoi nted by the Governor for four year ternms. The Comm ssion
confers with, advises and makes recomendations to the Director
of Water Resources with respect to any matter under his
jurisdiction; approves rules and regul ations of the Departnment
of Water Resources; holds hearings and conducts investigations;
and reviews and reports annually to the State Legislature on
progress of construction and operation of the California Water
Proj ect . 392

Al'l | oans and grants nade by the Departnment of Water
Resources to | ocal agencies pursuant to the Davi s-Qunsky Act
must be approved by the Commi ssion. 3%

Di vi sion of Supervision of Safety of Dans

The State Legislature has preenpted the field of regul ation
of the safety of dans.3®* Dans subject to state jurisdiction are
t hose which are either nore than 25 feet high, or inpound nore
than 50 acre-feet of water.3% The Departnent of Water Resources
is charged with the supervision of safety of dams.3%% This is

390WAt er Law in Perspective. West's Annotated
California Codes, Water Code, LXXXV-XClI.
¥lcalifornia Water Code, Sections 12880 through 12893.

392Wat er Law in Perspective, XCVII

393 pi d.

394cal i fornia Water Code, Section 6025.
393Cal i fornia Water Code, Section 6002.
3%california Water Code, Section 6075.
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carried out by its Division of Supervision of Safety of Dans.

The construction or enlargenent of any dam or reservoir
requires the prior witten approval of the Departnent.3 The
repair, alteration, or removal of a dam or reservoir also

requires the prior witten approval of the Departnent. 3%

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

The State Water Resources Control Board consists of five
nmenbers appoi nted by the Governor for four year terns. The
Board is divided into two. statutory divisions, the D vision of
Water Rights and the Division of Water Quality. The Board
empl oys its own | egal counsel . 3°°

Responsibilities of the State Water Resources Control Board
i nclude the issuance of permts for the appropriation of water
upon such terms as in its judgment will best devel op, conserve
and utilize the water or are necessary to carry out water
quality control plans; issuance of appropriative water right
| i censes; and upon petition, the adjudication of all rights to
the water of a stream system The Board is al so responsible for
establishing state policy and objectives for water quality
control; adm nistering water quality research prograns; acting
as the state water quality control agency under the Federal
wat er quality statutes, review ng and approving applications for
federal grants and certifying priority of projects for federal
grants; and adm nistering state |loans to | ocal agencies for
water quality control facilities. Upon petition, or on its own
initiative, the Board nay review actions or the failure to act
by regional water quality control boards, and may exercise the
power of regional boards with respect to the issuance of waste
di scharge requirenments, cease and desi st orders and associ at ed
actions. 49

Nort h Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

California is divided into nine regions. Each region has a
water quality control board conposed of nine nenbers appointed
by the governor for four year ternms. The Russian River basin is

3%7california Water Code, Section 6200.
3%98california Water Code, Section 6225,
39%ater Law in Perspective, XCVII.

4001 bid., XCIV, XCV.
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| ocated in the North Coast Region. #%

The regional boards have the responsibility to formul ate
and adopt water quality control plans for all areas in the
regions. The plan nmust conformto state policies and designate
t he beneficial uses of water to be protected, water quality
obj ectives, and a program for achieving the objectives.

Regi onal plans are not effective until approved by the State
Boar d. *°2

The regi onal boards are responsible for establishing
requi rements for individual waste dischargers. Waste
di schargers, except those discharging into a comunity sewer
system nust file a report with the regional board. Any
mat eri al changes in waste di scharges nust al so be reported. The
regi onal board's requirenments cannot specify the design,
| ocation, type of construction or particular manner in which
conpl i ance may be had. %%3

I f waste discharge requirenents are viol ated, the regiona
board may i ssue cease and desi st orders requiring conpliance
I mmedi ately or in accordance with a tinme schedule. These orders
are enforceable by court injunctions and civil penalties. The
regi onal board may require violators to clean up and abate the
effects of waste discharges or have the work done at the
violator's expense. The regional board may also limt the
vol une, type, or concentration of waste discharged to a
community sewer system 4%

DEPARTMVENT OF FI SH AND GAME

The executive officer of the Departnent of Fish and Gane is
the Director of Fish and Game who i s appointed by the
Gover nor. “%®> One of the principal responsibilities of the
Departnment of Fish and Gane is to adm nister and enforce the
Fi sh and Game Code. *°® Enpl oyees appointed by the Director to
enforce the Fish and Gane Code are peace officers, with all the
powers and authorities

49l bid., XCv.

4921 hid., XCV.

93| bi d.

494 bid., Xcvi.

4%%Cal i fornia Fish and Game Code, Sections 700, 701.
4%california Fish and Game Code, Section 702.
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conferred by | aw upon peace officers.*” The Departnment is al so
responsi bl e for species preservation through the operation of
fish hatcheries and the managenent of fish, game, waterfow
quail, and marine life refuges and other protected areas. %%

Fi sh and Gane Conm ssi on

The Fish and Gane Conmi ssion consists of five nenbers
appoi nted by the Governor for six year terms.*’® The Commi ssion
establ i shes regul ations for the noncommercial taking or
possessi on of birds, manmals, fish, anphibia, and reptiles. %
The Comm ssion al so establishes comercial fishing
regul ati ons. **' The Commi ssion fornul ates general policies for
the conduct of the Departnment of Fish and Game*!?

Wldlife Conservati on Board

The WIldlife Conservation Board consists of the president
of the Fish and Game Conm ssion, the Director of Fish and Gane,
and the Director of Finance.*® The Board investigates and
determ nes what areas within California are suitable for
wi | dlife production and preservation; for ganme propagation, gane
refuges, waterfoul refuges, game farms, fish hatcheries, gane
managenent area; and what streans and | akes are suitable, or can
be made suitable for fishing, hunting and shooting.** The Board
al so ascertains what |ands are suitable for providing cover for
t he propogati on and rearing inawld state of waterfow, shore
bi rds, and upland birds.*

407california Fish and Gane Code, Section 851.

408california Fish and Gane Code, Division 2 and Division 7,
comenci ng at Sections 700 and 10500 respectively.

409california Constitution, Article IV, Section 20.
410california Fish and Gane Code, Section 200.

4lcalifornia Fish and Ganme Code, Division 6, Part 3,
commenci ng at Section 7600.

42california Fish and Gane Code, Section 703.

413Cali fornia Fish and Gane Code, Section 1320.
4l4california Fish and Gane Code, Section 1345.

415California Fish and Gane Code, Section 1346.
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The Board is responsible for authorizing the acquisition of
such |l ands and the construction of facilities suitable for the
purposes for which the lands are acquired.*® The Wldlife
Rest orati on Fund, established by Section 19632 of the Business
and Professions Code, is available for the acquisition and
construction. Federal noney nade avail able for these projects
is deposited into this fund.*

Stream Al teration Agreenents

One of the principal regulatory tools available to the
Departnent of Fish and Ganme is the stream alteration agreenent
process prescribed in Division 2, Chapter 6 of the California
Fi sh and Gane Code, commencing at Section 1600. In enacting
this chapter, the legislature declared that, fish and wildlife
are the property of the people and provide a major contribution
to the econony of the state as well as providing a significant
part of the people's food supply. For these reasons their
conservation is a proper responsibility of the state and this
chapter is enacted to provide such conservation for these
resour ces. 418

The stream alteration agreenent process is described in two
sections of the code. Section 1601 is applicable to state or
| ocal governnental agency and public utility projects which wll
di vert, obstruct or change the natural flow or bed, channel or
bank of any river, streamor | ake designated by the Depart nment
of Fish and Gane in which there is a fish or wildlife resource,
or fromwhich these resources derive benefit. Plans for such
projects nust be submtted to the Departnent. \When an existing
fish or wildlife resource may be substantially adversely
af fected, the Departnent nust propose reasonable nodifications
to the project to protect the fish and wildlife resource. In
the event the proposed nodifications are not acceptable, an
arbitration procedure is provided to resolve the issue.® Section
1603 includes simlar provisions which are applicable to all
persons undertaki ng such projects.

“1®cal i fornia Fish and Game Code, Sections 1348, 1350.

“california Fish and Game Code, Section 1352.

“8Cal i fornia Fish and Game Code, Section 1600.

“®california Fish and Game Code, Section 1601.
2-111-12



STATE LANDS COVM SSI ON

The State Lands Comm ssion consists of the Controller, the
Li eut enant Governor, and the Director of Finance.*?° The State
Lands Conmmi ssion is authorized to classify state-owned |and for
its different possible uses.?! The Commi ssion may make surveys
and subdi vi sions of |ands belonging to the state to be sold or
| eased. **2 The Conmi ssion represents the state in all contests
bet ween the state and the federal governnment in relation to
public | and. %%

The State Lands Conmm ssion has exclusive jurisdiction over
all ungranted tidel ands and subnerged | ands owned by the state,
and of the beds of navigable rivers, streans, |akes, bays,
estuaries, inlets, and straits, including tidelands and
subnerged | ands. The Conm ssion adm nisters and controls al
such |l ands, and may | ease or sell such | ands upon terns
det er mi ned by the Conmi ssion. 4%

CALI FORNI A COASTAL COVM SSI ON

The California Coastal Comm ssion consists of sixteen
menbers. The nmenbership includes the Secretary of the Resources
Agency, the Secretary of the Business and Transportati on Agency,
t he Secretary of Trade and Commrerce, the Chairperson of the
State Lands Comm ssion, six representatives of the public from
the state at large, and six nenbers selected from six coastal
regi ons. %°

The Comm ssion has the primary responsibility for the
adm ni stration of the California Coastal Act and the Federal
Coastal Zone Managenent Act of 1972.%?® The Commission is the
successor in interest to all the obligations, powers, duties and

420california Public Resources Code, Section 6101.
42lcalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 6201.

422california Public Resources Code, Section 6202.

423california Public Resources Code, Section 6210.

424california Public Resources Code, Section 6301.

425pyubl i ¢ Resources Code, Section 30300.
426Cgl i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 30330.
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responsibilities of the California Coastal Zone Conservation
Comm ssion and the six regional coastal zone conservation
conm ssions established by the California Coastal Zone
Conservati on Act of 1972. %7 Coastal devel opnent pernmits are
required fromthe Conm ssion for any of the follow ng

proj ects: 428

o] Devel opnents between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland
extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the
sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater
di st ance.

0 Devel opnents | ocated on tidel ands, subnerged |ands, public
trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetl and, estuary,
stream or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face

of any coastal bluff.

o] Any devel opment which constutes a major public works
project or a major energy facility.

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY

The State Coastal Conservancy consists of seven nenbers.
These include the Secretary of the Resources Agency, the
chai rperson of the Conservancy appoi nted by the Secretary of the
Resour ces Agency, the Director of Finance, and four public
menbers, two of which are appointed by the Governor, one by the
Senate Comm ttee on Rul es, and one by the Speaker of the
Assenbly. The term of the public menbers and secretary of the
commi ssion is four years.*?® The State Coastal Conservancy is
responsi ble for inplementing a program of agricul tural
protection, area restoration, and resource enhancenent in the
coastal zone of the state.*

The Conservancy is authorized to acquire fee title,
devel opnent rights, easenents, or other interests in |and
| ocated in the coastal zone to preserve agricultural |and. The
Conservancy nmay al so undertake inprovenents and devel opnent of
such land. The Conservancy nust ultimately return such land to

427california Public Resources Code, Section 30331.
428california Public Resources Code, Section 30601.

429california Public Resources Code, Section 31100.
430california Public Resources Code, Section 31054,
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private use or ownership with appropriate restrictions. *3!

The Conservancy is authorized to award grants to | ocal
publ i c agenci es and nonprofit organizations for the purpose of
restoring areas of the coastal zone which are adversely
affecting the coastal environnment, or are inpeding orderly
devel opnent. After redesign and installation of public
I nprovenments, coastal restoration project |ands, except |and
acquired for public purposes, nust be conveyed for devel opnent
in accordance with a restoration plan. **?

The Conservancy is authorized to award grants to state
agenci es, local public agencies, and nonprofit organizations to
enhance coastal resources which have suffered | oss of natural
and scenic values. Such grants must be used for the assenbly of
parcels of |land to enhance the natural and scenic character of
the areas.*®®

The Conservancy is authorized to acquire and hold key
coastal resource | ands which otherwi se would be lost to public
use. *** The Conservancy is also authorized to award grants to any
public agency or nonprofit organization which is a public |and
trust to acquire interests in, and for initial devel opnent of,
| ands to be used for public accessways to and al ong the coast,
provi ded the accessway will serve nore than |ocal public
needs. *3°

“3lcalifornia Public Resources Code, Section 31150.
“32Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 31200.
“33Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 31251.
“34Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 31350.
“3%Cal i fornia Public Resources Code, Section 31400. 1.
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Chapter |V, Federal Agencies
| NTRODUCTI ON

A nunber of federal agencies have regulatory authority over
activities which can affect the condition of the Russian River
and its tributaries. Federal agencies also carry out research
and collect and maintain scientific data. Many federal agencies
al so adm ni ster grant and | oan progranms, usually through state
or |local agencies, to further their purposes. The nunmber of
federal agencies and the prograns that they adm nister are vast,
and a detailed or conplete description of themis beyond the
scope of this study. This chapter identifies sone of the
federal agencies and progranms which have an inportant roll in
the Russian River basin.

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGI NEERS

The U. S. Arny Corps of Engineers is an agency of the U S.
Department of Defense. The Corps of Engineers regul ates
activities in waters of the United States under Section 10 of
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the C ean
Water Act. The Corps of Engineers has been involved in
regulating certain activities in the nation's water since 1890.
Until 1968, the primary thrust of the Corps' regulatory program
was the protection of navigation. As a result of several new
| aws and judicial decisions, the program evolved to one that
considers the full public interest by bal ancing the favorable
i npacts agai nst the detrinmental inpacts.*3®

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 requires
approval prior to the acconplishment of any work in or over
navi gabl e waters of the United States, or which affects the
course, location, condition or capacity of such waters. Typical
activities requiring Section 10 permts are the construction of
pi ers, wharves, bul kheads, dol phins, marinas, ranps, floats
i ntake structures, and cable or pipeline crossings. 437

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires approval prior
to discharging dredged or fill material into the waters of the
United States. Typical activities requiring Section 404 permts

“3\Web at http://wetland.usace.m|/rpp-bro.htm, July 1996.
437 pi d.
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are; 38
0 Depositing of fill or dredged material in waters of the
U.S. or adjacent wetl ands.

0 Site developnent fill for residential, conmercial, or
recreational devel opnents.

0 Construction of revetnents, groins, breakwaters, |evees,
dans, di kes, and weirs.

0 Pl acement of riprap and road fills.

Any person, firm or agency (including federal, state, and
| ocal government agencies) planning to work in navigable waters
of the United States, or dunp or place dredged or fill materi al
in waters of the United States, nust first obtain a permt from
t he Corps of Engineers. Waters of the United States includes
essentially all surface waters such as all navigable waters and
their tributaries, all interstate waters and their tributaries,
all wetlands adjacent to these waters, and all inmpoundnments of
t hese waters. *3°

"Wet | ands" are areas characterized by growth of wetl and
vegetation (bulrush, cattails, rushes, sedges, w || ows,
pi ckl eweed, and i odi ne bush) where the soil is saturated during
a portion of the growi ng season or the surface is flooded during
sonme part of nost years. Wetlands generally include swanps,
mar shes, bogs, and similar areas.**°

I ndi vidual permts are issued following a full public
i nterest review of an individual application for a Departnent of
the Arnmy permt. A public notice is distributed to all known
I nterested persons. After evaluating all comments and
i nformation received, final decision on the application is made.
The permt decision is generally based on" the outcone of a
public interest bal ancing process where the benefits of the
project are bal anced agai nst the detrinments. 4

A nationwi de permit is a formof general permt which
aut horizes a category of activities throughout the nation.
These permts are valid only if the conditions applicable to the

438) bi d.
439 pj d.
449) i d.
4411 bi d.
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permts are net. If the conditions cannot be nmet, a regional or
i ndi vi dual permit is required. 44

Regi onal permts are issued by the District Engineer for a
general category of activities when 1) the activities are
simlar in nature and cause m ni mal environnmental inpact (both
I ndi vidually and cunul atively), and 2) the regional permt
reduces duplication of regulatory control by State and Federa
agenci es. 443

NATI ONAL MARI NE FI SHERI ES SERVI CE

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is a conponent of
t he National Oceanic and Atnospheric Adm nistration which is the
| argest agency of the U S. Departnent of Commerce. Although
NMFS has traditionally focused on nmanagi ng conmerci al fisheries,
NMFS is increasing its efforts in the areas of ecosystem based
management and habitat conservation. %

NMFS has five regional offices. the Southwest Region
primarily supervises California fisheries, but also has
managenment responsibility for fisheries in Hawaii, the Pacific
Trust Territories, Arizona and Nevada. California fisheries
managed by the Sout hwest Regi on include sal non and steel head
trout. The Southwest Region is also actively involved in
protected species issues, marine manmmal issues, and habit at
conservation issues. **

The NMFS has primary federal responsibility for the
conservati on, managenent, and devel opnent of |iving marine
resources and for the protection of certain marine mammal s and
endanger ed speci es under numerous federal laws. NMFS is
concerned about the habitats that support |iving marine
resources since the well-being of these resources and the
fishing industry

442 pi d.
4431 pi d.

“44Nat i onal Marine Fisheries Service. Overview of NVFS
Activities in California: A Brief Summary, (Undated materi al
circa 1990 submtted to the California Secretary for
Environmental Affairs as part of the California Ccean Resources
Managenment Program), 1.

443 pi d., 5.
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depends upon heal thy and productive habitats. 4

NVFS has the primary federal responsibility for maintaining
the health and productivity of the nation's marine fish and
shel | fish resources, but not the sole authority. Fromthe
coastline to three mles offshore, managenent responsibility
rests with individual state governnents. From 3 to 100 m|es
of fshore, the bounds of the U S. Exclusive Econom c Zone, NMFS
has sol e authority. *’

Al t hough Excl usive Econom ¢ Zone resources are nanaged by
NMFS, the managenent strategies are devel oped as fishery
managenent plans. These are prepared by regional councils
conmprised of state and federal officials, and private citizens,
i ncluding representatives fromboth the comercial and
recreational fishing industry.*®

The authority of NVFS to protect coastal and ocean habitats
is limted. Although federal law calls for NMFS to revi ew hunan
activities affecting marine resources and to determne their
i npact, except in the case of protected species under the
Endangered Species Act and nmarine manmmal s protected under the
Mari ne Mammal Protection Act, NMFS has no authority to
di sapprove a project. NMS also has to balance commercial and
recreational interests when ruling on marine manmal and fi shing
conflicts. %

The NMFS has responsibility under the Endangered Species
Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act for certain endangered
and threatened species which reside in the mari ne environnent.
NMFS al so advi ses the Corps of Engineers on Section 10 and
Section 404 permts. *°

U.S. FISH AND W LDLI FE SERVI CE

The U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5) is an agency of
the U. S. Departnment of the Interior. The USFWS has
responsi bility under the Endangered Species Act and the Marine
Mammal Protection Act for the species not under NMFS

4461 bid., 1.
447 bi d.
8 bid., 2.
449 bi d.

401 pid., 2, 3.
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jurisdiction. The USFWS al so advi ses the Corps of Engi neers on
Section 10 and Section 404 permts. %!

The m ssion of the USFWs is to conserve, protect, and
enhance fish and wildlife and their habitats. The mgj or
responsibilities of the USFWs are m gratory birds, endangered
species, certain marine manmal s, freshwater and anadronous
fish, the National WIldlife Refuge System wetl ands, conserving
habi tat, and environmental contamni nants. *°2

The USFWS is divided into seven geographic areas with
headquarters located in Arlington, Virginia. Regional Ofices
are involved in regional and | ocal activities while headquarters
offices are involved in nationw de activities.*?

In addition to its regulatory responsibilities, the USFWS
adm ni sters the Sport Fish Restoration Act. This program
borrowed its financing concept fromthe Federal Aid in Wldlife
Restoration Act, or "Pittman-Robertson Act" as it is nore
comonly known, which has been supporting wildlife restoration
since 1937. Both these prograns enploy an excise tax on the
sal e of angling and hunting equi pnent . ***

Under the Sport Fish Restoration Act the excise tax
proceeds are transferred to the USFWS for distribution anong the
states. Each state's share is based 60 percent on its |licensed
sport fishermen and 40 percent on its land and water area. No
state may receive nore than five percent or |less than one
per cent . %*°

The Act provides funds to the states to build or reclaim
fishing and boating access sites; to purchase fishing access
areas, boat | andings, piers, and fish production sites; to
i mprove aquatic habitats; and to fund research and inventory
projects. Up to 75 percent of the cost of restoration projects
are borne by the federal excise tax funds and the bal ance by
mat chi ng state funds, mainly derived fromthe sale of state
sport

Sweb at http://ww. fws. gov, July 1996.
492 pi d.
23| pi d.

4%4y.S. Fish and Wldlife Service, Federal Aid Restoring
Anmerica's Sport Fisheries, Wb at http://ww.fws. aov/what/
restfish.htm, May 1996.
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fishing |licenses. %°®

ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is an independent
agency within the executive branch of the federal governnent.
It was created to permt coordinated and effective governnenta
action on behalf of the environnment. The EPA has ten regional
offices. The regional offices are headed by regi onal
adm ni strators who are responsi ble for acconplishing, within
their regions, the national program objectives established by
t he agency. %°’

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is
responsi ble for inplenmenting prograns to protect the public and
t he environment by preventing, reducing and regul ating
contam nation of surface and ground water. A watershed approach
is used to provide protection for public health and water
resources including | akes, rivers, estuaries, oceans and
wetl ands. Primary authority for EPA water prograns was
estazgished by the Safe Drinking Water Act and the Cl ean Water
Act .

Wat er prograns adm ni stered by the EPA include Section 303

of the Clean Water Act which requires states to adopt water
gqual ity standards for navigable waters of the United States and
to review and update those standards on a triennial basis.
O her provisions of the C ean Water Act adm nistered by the EPA
i nclude Section 208, which authorizes the preparation of area
w de Wast ewat er nmanagenent plans, and Section 319 which provides
for planning related to control of nonpoint source problens.**
The EPA oversees the National Pollution Discharge Elimnation
System permt process, which in California is adm ni stered by
the State Water Resources Control Board and the Regi onal Water
Quality Control Boards, and the issuance of permts for filling
wet | ands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act adm nistered
by the

456| pi d.

S’Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and
Records Adm nistration, The United States Governnent Mnual
1995/ 96, July 1995. 523, 524.

BWeb at http://www. epa. gov/ regi on09/ wat er/i ndex. htm ,
February 1996.

“*9Nort h Coast Regi onal Water Quality Control Board,
Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast, 1993, 1-3.00.
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Cor ps of Engi neers. #°°

In addition to water quality activities, the activities of
t he EPA al so include air and radiation; solid waste and
energency response; prevention, pesticides and toxic substances;
and research and devel opment . 462

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COVM SSI ON

The Federal Energy Regul atory Comm ssion (FERC) is an
agency of the U S. Departnment of Energy. The FERC i ssues
i censes, and through |icense conditions, specifies operating
conditions for hydroelectric projects, including those at Warm
Springs Dam Coyote Valley Dam and Scott Dam  The Comm ssion
was created by the Departnent of Energy Organization Act on
October 1, 1977, to replace the Federal Power Commi ssion. It is
made up of five nmenbers who serve staggered five-year terns and
are appoi nted by the President and confirnmed by the Senate. No
nore than three comm ssioners nay belong to the sane political
party. The chair, designated by the President, serves as the
Conmi ssion's administrative head. *°2

Hydr oel ectric power regulation was the first undertaken by
t he Federal Power Commi ssion, FERC s predecessor, after Congress
passed the federal Water Power Act of 1920. Subsequent statutes
under which the Conmm ssi on regul ates non-federal hydroelectric
power projects that affect navigable waters, occupy U. S. |ands,
use water or water power at a government dam or affect the
interests of interstate comerce include the Federal Power Act
of 1935, the Natural Gas Act of 1938, the Natural Gas Policy Act
of 1978, the Public Uility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978, and
t he Energy Policy Act of 1992. The activities of FERC incl ude
project |icensing and exenptions, dam safety, project conpliance
activities, investigation and assessnent of headwater benefits,
revi ew of project proposals by other federal agencies, and
i nt eragency coordi nation. Licensed projects receive
conprehensi ve safety inspections from Conm ssi on engi neers
stationed in Washington and at five regional offices.*%

480gcwa, Draft Water Supply and Transmi ssion System Proj ect
El R

461Nat i onal Archi ves and Records Adninistration, The United
St ates Gover nnent Manual 1995/96, 524.

462Web at http://ww.ferc.gov, October 1995.
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UNI TED STATES GEOLOG CAL SURVEY

The United States Geol ogical Survey (USGS) is an agency of
the U S. Departnent of the Interior. The USGS is the nation's
| argest earth science research and information agency. The USGS
m ssion is to provide geol ogic, topographic, and hydrol ogic
i nformati on necessary for the wi se managenent of the nations
natural resources. This information consisting of maps,
dat abases, and descriptions and anal yses of the water, energy
and m neral resources, |and surface, underlying geol ogic
structure, natural hazards and dynanmic processes of the earth. %

The USGS provides maps, reports, and information to help
ot hers neet their needs to manage, devel op, and protect
America's water, energy, mneral, and | and resources. This
information of the USGS aids the finding of needed natural
resources, and supplies the scientific understanding needed to
help mnimze or mtigate the effects of natural hazards and
envi ronment al damage caused by human activities. *°°

Sonme of USGS's activities which may affect the Russian
Ri ver basin are as follows: 45

o] Eart hquakes - The USGS works in collaboration with the
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mnes
and Geol ogy (CDM3), and the California Institute of
Technol ogy and the Southern California Earthquake Center,
to collect ground-notion data used to produce regional
ri sk-assessnent maps that provide estimtes of the
probability of significant ground novenent. Conbined with
ot her geologic information, the data are used to produce
hazard maps for ground shaking, |andslides, and
i quefaction. These hazard maps are a basis for building
codes and | and-use zoning. The CDMG is producing integrated
hazard-zone maps with geologic and seism c information.

0 Fl oods - The ability to predict flood frequency and
magni t ude depends on long-term w despread, continuous flow
records at many sites. The USGS, in cooperation with
Federal, State, and about 140 |ocal water agencies,
operates or reviews data from about 1,000 surface-water
stations throughout California. The data collected are
used to

464Web at http://www. usgs. gov/ bi o/ usgs/ usgs_gen. htm , March 1996
485 pi d.
68| pi d.
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design progranms for flood protection that are denonstrated
to have neasurable, effective and econom cally sound
benefits. Strategically |ocated gaging stations equi pped
with automatic recording instruments are connected to
conputeri zed fl ood-warning systens. Water |evels,
precipitation, and other data can be accessed by conputer
from anywher e.

Landsli des and Mudflows - USGS scientists are creating a
conput er-generated | andsli de-hazard map of the Los Angel es
area. This map shows the slopes nost likely to fail in
future earthquakes. In the San Francisco area, a 1982 storm
triggered nore than 18,000 | andslides and debris flows, which
resulted in 25 fatalities. To prevent future loss of life, a
public warning system was devel oped by the USGS in
cooperation with the National Wather Service. It has been
activated during large stornms, nost recently in January 1995.
The identification of areas likely to produce |andslides in
conjunction with earthquakes or severe storms enables the
public, urban planners, and the private sector to address

t hese conditions as part of any future devel opnment.

Marine Wastes - Wastes generated by | and-based hunman
activities have been relocated to the ocean floor off the
California coast. |In one instance, 47,800 containers of

| ow-| evel radioactive waste were dunped on the continental
mar gi n between 1946 and 1970, many in the Farallon Islands,
which is a National Marine Sanctuary. The USGS, in
cooperation with several federal agencies, has devel oped
conput er - enhanced si descan inages to |locate druns and ot her
objects. Simlar techniques also are used to characterize
t he deep-ocean areas that may be used as di sposal sites for
spoil material dredged from San Franci sco Bay. The results
of this USGS work al so can be used by environnental,
mlitary, and fisheries-mnagenment agencies |locally and

el sewhere to nanage waste-di sposal problens and by the
fisheries industry to identify areas critical to fish
popul ati ons.

Mappi ng - USGS quadrangl e maps provide the only continuous
mappi ng coverage of California at a scale adequate to show
maj or buildings and infrastructure conponents and every
road, creek, and political boundary, registered to a

t opogr aphi ¢ base represented by contour lines. These maps
are used for many different purposes and are essential for
nost resources studies to provide accurate |ocation of study
sites. The USGS is cooperating wwth California' s Teal e Data
Center to reproduce these maps for conputer use.

Geol ogi ¢ Resources - The USGS, in cooperation with the
California Departnent of Conservation, D vision of Mnes and

2-1V-9



Geol ogy (CDMG), conducts geol ogic nmapping activities

t hroughout California for the production and di ssemnation
of geologic information to all |evels of governnent, the
private sector, and the general public. Mapping prograns
i nvol ve many governnent agencies and are linked to research
projects at various universities. The USGS and the CDMG
are producing geologic maps at a scale of 1:100,000, thus
i nproving on the present statew de coverage at the

1: 250, 000 scale. Field mapping is conducted at a scal e of
1: 24, 000; these maps are being produced for areas with
special interests, including various geol ogi c hazards,
specific properties, fault zones, and m neral resources.

I n addition, maps are being produced that provide three-
di nensi onal representations of geologic structures, such as
subsurface connections of parallel faults.

NATI ONAL RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is an
agency of the U S. Departnent of Agriculture. The NRCS works
wi th | andowners on private | ands to conserve natural resources.
Nearly three-fourths of the technical assistance provided by the
agency goes to helping farnmers and ranchers devel op conservati on
systens uniquely suited to their |and and individual ways of
doi ng business. The agency al so provi des assistance to rural
and urban communities to reduce erosion, conserve and protect
wat er, and sol ve other resource problens. %°

NRCS, formerly the Soil Conservation Service, relies on
many partners to help set conservation goals, work with people
on the land, and provide assistance. |Its partners include
conservation districts, state and federal agencies, NRCS Earth
Team vol unt eers, Anmericorps nenbers, agricultural and
envi ronnental groups, and professional societies.®

The nation's 3000 resource conservation districts--
virtually one in every county--are the heart of the conservation
delivery system These units of |ocal governnent are organized
under state law They link NRCS with their neighbors and with
| ocal priorities for soil and water conservation. They also
augnent the work of NRCS' s conservationists with district
prograns and

48"Web at http://www ncg. nrcs. usda. gov/ who. ht i, Decenber 1995.
488 pi d.
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with their own technical and support staff.*%® Sone of NRCS' s
most wel | - known activities are as follows:*°

o

Every 5 years, NRCS conducts the National Resources

I nventory on nonfederal rural land in the United States.
This inventory shows natural resource trends, such as in
| and cover and use, soil erosion, prinme farn and, and
wet | ands.

Over the past decade, NRCS has hel ped devel op and i npl enent
1.7 mllion conservation plans on 143 mllion acres of

hi ghly erodi ble cropland as part of the conservation
conpliance provision of the Food Security Act of 1985. As
a result, erosion on the nost highly erodible cropland in
t he nation has been cut by two-thirds.

NRCS provi des assistance to farnmers and ranchers to inprove
wat er quality. This includes inproving nutrient and
pesti ci de managenent and reducing soil erosion, thus
decreasi ng sedi nent that would otherwi se end up in | akes
and streans.

In many parts of the country where water conservation is a
priority, NRCS hel ps farmers and ranchers conserve water.
Soi |l conservationists help farmers and ranchers irrigate

nore efficiently.

NRCS is one of the four primary federal agencies involved
with wetlands. It adm nisters the Wetl ands Reserve
Program Under this program conservation easenents are
purchased from | andowners to restore, enhance, or create
wet | and areas. Ownership, control of access, and sone
conpati bl e uses remain with the | andowner.

NRCS' s Earth Team vol unteer program provi des an opportunity
for Americans to share their ethic of good | and
stewardship. In 1994, 12,300 volunteers contributed over a
half mllion hours of service, valued at $5.5 mllion, in
agency offices, on the land, and in conservation education
prograns in schools and communities across the nation.

4691 pi d.
470 pi d.
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Part 3, Current Programs
Chapter |, Water Supply

| NTRODUCTI| ON

Wil e a nunber of the federal, state and | ocal governnental
entities identified and discussed in Part 2 are involved with
Russi an River water supply issues and prograns, the Sonoma
County Water Agency and the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) are the governnental entities principally responsible
for the managenent of the water supply of the Russian River
The Agency's responsibility has arisen from historical
circunst ances rather than any specific |egislative mandate. The
SWRCB responsibility, which is statutory, is discussed in Part
2, Chapter 111.

The Agency has two principal water supply functions. The
Agency constructs and operates a water transm ssion system which
diverts water fromthe Russian River and treats and delivers it
to a nunber of public and investor-owned water distribution
systens in Sonoma and Marin Counties. This transm ssion system
is financed, constructed, and maintained pursuant to an
Agreenent for Water Supply and Construction of the Russian
Ri ver-Cotati Intertie Project, dated October 25, 1974, and | ast
amended June 28, 1995 (1974 Agreenent for Water Supply).
Signatories to this agreenent are the Agency, the cities of
Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Sonomm, Cotati and Petal uma, the
Vall ey of the Moon and North Marin Water Districts, and the
Forestville County Water District.

The Agency al so regul ates the flow of the Russian R ver for
the benefit of agricultural, municipal and instream uses within
Mendoci no and Sonoma Counties, and municipal uses in Marin
County. This function is carried out pursuant to Decision 1610
of the California Water Resources Control Board dated April 17,
1986. This Decision anended the several appropriative water
rights permts held by the Agency and established the criteria
for the coordi nated operation of the two federal projects, the
Coyote Vall ey Dam Project on the East Fork Russian River and the
Warm Springs Dam Project on Dry Creek. The Agency controls the
wat er supply storage space of these U S. Arny Corps of
Engi neers Projects under contracts with the United States
Gover nnent .

I n Mendoci no County, the Mendocino County Russian River
Fl ood Control and Water Conservation |Inprovenent District has an
appropriative water right to divert or redivert 8,000 acre-feet
per annum of water fromthe Russian River. This water is

3-1-1



diverted directly by the beneficiaries. The Inprovenent District
and Redwood Vall ey Water District have a contractual arrangenent
whi ch all ows Redwood Valley to divert water from Lake Mendoci no
under the Inprovenent District's water rights under certain
conditions. The Inprovenent District accounts for the water

di verted under its rights and reports the use to the State Water
Resources Control Board, but does not itself own or operate
diversion facilities.

The I nmprovenent District has entered into a contract with the
Sonoma County Water Agency which, after certain conditions are
satisfied, will permt the Inprovenent District to divert or
redivert an additional 13,000 acre-feet of water fromthe Russian
Ri ver under water rights held by the Sonoma County Water Agency.

WATER SUPPLY AND TRANSM SSI ON SYSTEM PROJECT

The Sonoma County WAter Agency is proposing a Water Supply
and Transm ssion System Project (WSTSP) which is the subject of an
environnmental inpact report (EIR) currently under preparation. The
objective of the WSTSP is to provide a safe, econom cal, and
reliable water supply to neet the defined future needs of the
Agency's service area. "t

The water contractors (with the exception of Forestville
Water District) that are signatories to the 1974 Agreenent for
Wat er Supply requested that the agreenent be revised to authorize
the financing and construction of the water supply and
transm ssion systemfacilities required to neet their future
needs. Preparation of an EIR for a proposed water supply system
t hat woul d neet these needs was authorized by the Agency's Board
of Directors on May 19, 1992, by Resol ution No. 92-0716. %"3

There are several purposes of the proposed Water Supply and
Transm ssion System Project. These are 1) to inplenment water
conservation measures that would result in the savings of
approxi mately 6,600 acre-feet per year (AFY), and expand the water
education program 2) to increase the ampbunt of water diverted
fromthe Russian River (a conbination of re-diversion of stored
wat er and direct diversion of winter flow) by 26,000 AFY,
therefore increasing the total amount of diversion from 75,000 AFY
to approximately 101, 000 AFY; 3) to provide an offstream

“"lsonoma County Water Agency. Draft Water Supply and
Transm ssi on System Project Environnmental |npact Report,
Sept ember, 1996.

421 bid., 4-2.
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source of water for use as an energency and standby water supply
source, with a capacity of 44.5 ngd; and 4) to increase the
transm ssion system capacity by 57 ngd, thereby increasing the
total capacity of the transm ssion systemfrom 92 ngd to 149
mgd. 473

The Agency rel eases water from storage in Lake Mendoci no
and Lake Sonoma for delivery to several municipalities, where
the water is used primarily for residential, governmental,
commercial, and industrial purposes. The Agency al so rel eases
water to satisfy the needs of other Russian River water users
and to maintain mninmm streanfl ow requirenents established by
the State Water Resources Control Board's Decision 1610. These
needs are discussed in Part 1, Chapter |.%"

The Water Supply and Transm ssion System Project woul d
require the revision of the 1974 Agreenent for Water Supply
bet ween t he Agency and the eight signatories, known collectively
as the water contractors, to authorize the devel opnent of
addi ti onal water supply, and the expansion and revised operation
of the transm ssion system The Agreenment for Water Supply
woul d provide for the financing, design, construction,
operation, and mai ntenance of water supply and expanded
transm ssion systemfacilities. The Agreenment for Water Supply
would Iimt the annual delivery obligations of the Agency to
each water contractor seeking an increase in delivery
entitlenments to the anmpbunts necessary to neet the demand | evels
envi sioned by the current general plans adopted by the general
pur pose governments in those service areas.

In addition to the water contractors, the Agreenent for
Water Supply also would allow deliveries to "other" transm ssion
system custonmers. These include users other than water
contractors whi ch have connections on the Agency's transm ssion
I ines and include nmutual and private water conpanies, parks and
ot her governnment connections. The Agreenment for Water Supply
al so would allow deliveries to the Marin Minicipal Wter
District (MWD), although water provided by the Agency to MWD
is covered by two separate agreenents, the "Third Anmended
O f peak Water Supply Agreenent,” and the "Anmended Agreenent for
the Sal e of Water Between the Sonoma County Water Agency and
Marin Municipal Water District,"” both dated January 1996. The
anount of water provided to MWD will not change with the
proposed project, although the proposed expansi on of the
transm ssi on system woul d

473 pi d. 4- 3.
4741 pi d. , 4- 4.
475 pi d. 4-5
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benefit MWAD. The expansion of the transm ssion system would
allow MWD to receive their total annual delivery limt
anount . 47°

The Agency al so has contracts with non-transm ssion system
custonmers such as the Russian River County Water District, the
City of Heal dsburg, and the Town of Wndsor, who currently
divert water fromthe Russian River and report it under the
Agency's existing water rights permts. The anmobunt of water
provided to the non-transm ssion system custoners that divert
wat er under the Agency's permts would not change with the
proposed project. All water provided to these agencies is
currently accounted for under the existing 75,000 acre-feet per
year of water permtted by the Agency's existing water rights
permits fromthe State Water Resources Control Board.*"’

The Agreenent for Water Supply would al so authorize the
rei mursenment to the City of Santa Rosa for capacity in a
portion of the existing Santa Rosa Aqueduct, and the purchase of
the existing West Transmi ssion Main, currently owned by the City
of Santa Rosa, which would inprove the reliability of the
Agency's transm ssion system *'8

The water conservation conponent of the WSTSP consi sts of
expandi ng the Agency's existing water conservation and water
educati on programnms, which are nanaged by a water conservation
specialist. The following eleven of the best nanagenment
practices prescribed in the 1991 "Menorandum of Under st andi ng
Regar di ng Urban Water Conservation in California", adopted by
many water agencies statew de, would be inpl emented: 4"

o] Resi dential Water Audits. This measure targets existing
residents to reduce indoor and outdoor water use, especially
duri ng peak use periods. The top 20 percent of residential
wat er users are offered a free audit that includes indoor
wat er conservati on neasures and devel opnent of an irrigation
schedul e.

o] System Water Audits. Leak Detection and Repair. This
neasure targets the water distribution system (the Agency's
and the water contractors') and consists of an audit of water
di stribution systens, including | eak detection and repair.

478 bi d. , 4-5, 4-6.
7 bid., 4-6

478 pi d.

49 bi d. 4-7, 4-8.
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Metering. Meters would be required on all unnetered water
service connections. Existing custoners w thout neters
woul d be retrofitted with neters over a ten-year period.

Large Landscape Water Audits and I ncentives. This neasure
consists of conducting audits to increase the irrigation
efficiency of | andscapes containing nore than three acres
of | andscapi ng.

Commerci al /I ndustrial/Public Incentives for Irrigation
System Upgrades. This neasure consists of offering

custom zed rebates for any device or techni que that can be
shown to reduce irrigation water use by nore than 750, 000
gal l ons per year per application and reliably provide those
savings for at l|least five years.

Low Wat er - Use Landscape Ordi nances. This neasure consists
of checking plans during the building permt approval
process and enforcing existing ordi nances through random
site inspections for new construction. Existing |ocal
ordi nances in Sonoma and Marin County require the
installation of |owwater-use plants and efficient
irrigation systens.

Commercial /I ndustrial/Public I ndoor Water Audits. This
measure consi sts of contacting buil ding owners and
conducting free indoor audits with incentives sufficient to
achi eve custoner inplenentation of audit findings.

Commercial/Industrial/Public Qutdoor Water Audits. This
measure consi sts of conducting audits of areas with |ess
than three acres of |andscaping, with the goal of
establishing the correct watering rates.

Water Efficient Landscape and Irrigation Systemlncentives.
This neasure offers incentives to residential customers for
the installation of water-efficient |andscaping and
irrigation systens.

Utra Low Flush Toil et Replacenent. This nmeasure consists
of offering rebates to residential custoners who repl ace
their high water use toilets with ultra lowflush toilets.

| ncentives for Comercial/lndustrial/Public Toil et/ Shower
Repl acenent. This nmeasure consists of offering rebates to
encour age repl acenent of existing toilets and urinal val ves
for commercial, industrial, or public sector custoners.

As part of the water conservation conmponent, the Agency

woul d al so expand its existing water education program by
devel opi ng a regional water education curriculum The program
woul d be oriented to students in kindergarten through sixth
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grade, and m ddl e school grades seven through nine. Additional
staff would be enployed to interpret and teach the new
curriculum which would increase the nunber of classroons
served. The Agency's property near Whler would be used as a

field study site. *8

The increased use of the Russian River Project conponent of
t he WSTSP woul d consi st of operating Lake Mendoci no and Lake
Sonoma nuch as they are now. Rel eases from Lake Mendoci no woul d
not increase as a consequence of the proposed project, but would
continue to provide water to satisfy the needs of other Russian
Ri ver wat er users bel ow Lake Mendocino to the confluence of Dry
Creek; and would continue to maintain mninmmstreanf| ows
adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board in 1986, with
Deci sion 1610. Releases from storage in Lake Sonoma woul d be
i ncreased as needed to neet the project demands. This water
woul d be conveyed in Dry Creek and the Russian River to the
Agency's diversion facilities in the Whler and Mrabel areas,
where it would be punped into the transm ssion system and
transported to custoners in southern Sononma County and Marin
County. Three to four new diversion |ocations are proposed by

the Agency. %!

The aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) conponent of the
WSTSP, al so known as conjunctive use, would consist of the
conbi ned and managed use of surface and groundwater supplies.
The ASR conmponent woul d provide an energency and standby water
supply for the Agency's transm ssion systemcustoners. The ASR
conponent consists of diverting water fromthe Russian River
during the winter, when flows in the river are typically high
and demands are |low. WAter would be diverted at a maxi numrate
of 31 cfs (20 ngd), at tinmes when the flow in the Russian River
exceeds 200 cfs during the period from Novenmber to May. The
wat er woul d be diverted through the Agency's existing and
proposed diversion facilities in the Wohler and M rabel areas.
The water then would be transported through the Agency's
exi sting and proposed transm ssion system pipelines to be
injected through a systemof wells into the aquifer below the
Santa Rosa Plain. This water would be punped fromthe aquifer
when an energency, such as a spill of toxic materials in the
Russian River, requires that river diversions be reduced or
halted conpletely. Oher enmergencies which m ght al so cause the
wells to be used include power outages at river diversion
facilities, or danage to the Ranney collectors or transm ssion
pi pel i nes during an earthquake or fl ood. #82

4801 phi d., 4-8.
48l pid., 4-9.
4821 pbid., 4-11.
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Transm ssion systemfacilities that would be needed for
this conmponent consist of a systemof wells that would be able
to inject (store) water into, as well as extract (recover) water
from the groundwater basin. The wells, which would penetrate
t he Merced geologic formation in the aquifer beneath the Santa
Rosa Pl ain, would be generally | ocated along the Agency's
exi sting Russian River-Cotati Intertie pipeline between
Guernevill e Road and Todd Road, west of the city of Santa Rosa.
The ASR conponent would require an application to the SWRCB f or
a water rights permt for diversion of up to 13,140 acre-feet
per year fromthe Russian River to ASR storage, at a rate not to
exceed 31 cfs (20 nmgd) during the period from Novenber 1 to My
31, and for the subsequent recovery of this stored water.

The transm ssion system expansi on conponent of the WSTSP
woul d consist of (1) diversion, water production, and treatnent
facilities; and (2) distribution facilities, including
pi peli nes, storage tanks, and booster punp stations. The
transm ssi on system would be nodified to punp additional water
fromthe aquifer below the Russian River via the collectors and
move the water throughout the system *&

SWRCB RUSSI AN Rl VER WATER RI GHTS PROCESS

I n January 1995 the State Water Resources Control Board
held a workshop to receive comments and recomendati ons
regardi ng actions which should be taken by the SWRCB to address
wat er rights issues on the Russian River. 1In May 1995 t he SWRCB
adopted a process for dealing with these pending water rights
i ssues. This process includes the follow ng phases: *8°

o] Conduct an environnmental assessnment of the potenti al
cunul ative effects on river flows of the pendi ng water
right applications and develop permt terns that would
avoi d cunul ative inpacts. In each case there would be a
finding whet her additional water is available for
appropriation fromthe proposed source.

o] Process pendi ng applications and petitions that do not have
significant inpacts, or that include specific permt term
that would mtigate for | ocal and cunul ative inpacts.

483| pi d.
4841 pi d.

485gt at e WAt er Resources Control Board. Division of Water
Ri ghts, Staff Report. Russian River, April 1995, 6.
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o] Act on the Sonoma County Water Agency's petitions to change
exi sting water rights on the main stem of the Russian
Ri ver, followi ng conpletion of appropriate environnental
docunent ati on.

o] Hold a hearing to consider adding streanms in the watershed
to the SWRCB's declaration of fully appropriated streans.
This hearing will result in a determnation of streans that

are fully appropriated and the season that is fully
appropri at ed.

Conduct an Environnental Assessment

Di vision of Water Rights of the SWRCB staff will conduct a

cunul ative environnental assessnment that will address the
overall inmpacts relating to the pendi ng applications and
petitions. A streanflow simulation nodel and information in the
Division's files will be used to determ ne the availability of

water in the main stemand each tributary. To determ ne
instream fish flow needs, all available information, including
field studies, consultations with the California Department of
Fi sh and Gane, and the nodified Tennant nethod (a nmethod for
estimating flows needed for fishery resources) will be used. *8

Act on Pending Applications and Petitions

I nformation submtted at the workshop indicates that water
may not be avail able during the critical spring through fall

period. In many cases, however, it appears that standard permt
terms can be devel oped that will result in insignificant
environnental inpacts and will allow for continued processing of

wat er rights applications on the main stemand tributaries. For
exanple, it may be possible to devel op standard permt terns
that would mtigate the inpacts of the follow ng types of

proj ects: 487

o] Smal | of f-stream storage projects with diversions during
t he peak wi nter runoff period.

o] Smal | reservoirs constructed upstream from exi sting
reservoirs which are, and will remain, a barrier to fish
passage.

o] Wells that punp fromthe underflow of the nmain stem

o] Petitions for change in place of use, purpose of use, or

poi nt of diversion.

486 pid., 6, 7.

8l bid., 7.
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If there are unresolved protests, a field investigation or
water rights hearing will provide the opportunity to determ ne
the appropriate instreamflow requirenents, bypass conditions,
or other mtigation nmeasures within each tributary. A site-
specific environnmental docunent will be prepared for each
proj ect . 488

Act on the Sononma County Water Agency's Petitions

The Agency has water rights permts issued by the SWRCB
that contain conditions relating to the mninmuminstreamflow in
the main stem of the Russian River. Review of the applications
filed by the Agency to inplenment its WSTSP will provide the
SWRCB with an opportunity to review the adequacy of these
instream fl ows. However, the SWRCB has noted that it adopted its
D- 1610 determning these flows in 1986. As part of that
deci sion, the SWRCB reviewed informati on subm tted by the
California Departnment of Fish and Game and concl uded that there
were overriding considerations that justified adoption of the
exi sting instream fl ow standards. Substantial, new infornmation
woul d be required in order for the SWRCB to nodify the existing
i nstream fl ow standards on the main stem of the Russian River.*°

Hearing on Fully Appropriated Streans

A water right hearing will be held in accordance with
Section 1205 of the California Water Code to determ ne whet her
the Russian River and its tributaries are fully appropriated
during the spring through fall season. The hearing will review
all pending applications for direct diversions during this
period. The determ nation of water availability and whether the
streamis fully appropriated during certain seasons wll be
based on a review of existing diversions, United States
Geol ogi cal Survey streanflow data, the streanfl ow sinmulation
nmodel , and information submtted by the parties, including
information relating to the instreamfl ow needed for the fishery
resour ces. 49

388 i d.
48 pid., 7, 8.
490 pi d.
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Chapter 11, Water Quality

As in the case of water supply, a nunber of the federal
state and | ocal governnental entities identified and di scussed
in Part 2 are involved with Russian River water quality issues
and progranms. However, the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board is the governnental entity principally responsible
for the protection of the water quality of the Russian River.
The Regi onal Board carries out its responsibilities pursuant to
a basin plan which provides a definitive program of actions
desi gned to preserve and enhance water quality and to protect
the beneficial uses of water in the North Coast Region. %!

As noted in Part 2, Chapter 1V, the Federal Cl ean Water Act
(Section 303, 33 U.S.C. 1313) requires states to adopt water
qual ity standards for navigable waters of the United States and
to review and update those standards on a triennial basis.

Ot her provisions of the Clean Water Act related to basin

pl anni ng i nclude Section 208, which authorizes the preparation
of area w de Wastewater managenent plans, and Section 319 which
provi des for nore specific planning related to control of
nonpoi nt source probl ems. 492

The basin plan for the North Coast Region is conprehensive
in scope. It contains a brief description of the North Coast
Regi on, and describes its water quality and quantity problens
and the present and potential beneficial uses of the surface and
groundwaters within the Region. Water quality objectives are
prescribed. Inplenentation neasures, which include specific
prohi bitions, action plans, and policies formthe basis for the
control of water quality. Statew de plans and policies are
included as well as a description of the Regional Board's
surveillance and water quality nmonitoring activities. %

In response to the watershed managenent initiative called
for in the State Water Resources Control Board's strategic plan
adopted in June 1995, the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board has divided the North Coast Region into seven
managenent units. The Russian River is situated within the
Bodega/ Russi an Ri ver Watershed Managenent Area. On March 27,
1996 the Regional Board held a public workshop for the
Bodega/ Russi an Ri ver Managenent Area for the purpose of
identifying and prioritizing it goals and activities. The

“¥INorth Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water
Quality Control Plan, 1-2.00.

4921 pid., 1-3.00.
493 pid., 1-2.00.
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Russi an River goals include, the protection of surface water and
groundwat er uses, the protection and enhancenent of the cold and
warm wat er fisheries, and the reduction of waste discharge into
t he Laguna de Santa Rosa and Stenple Creek. The specific
measures identified and prioritized to protect surface water
uses include the follow ng activities: 4

o] i nspecting Wast ewater di schargers

o] keeping all seven Russian River nunicipal dischargers on
schedul e for advanced WAstewater treatnent

o] processing the City of Santa Rosa's | ong-range subregional
Wast ewat er pl an

o] i mpl enenting and enforcing nonpoint source di scharge best
managenment practices

o] assessing and nonitoring toxics

o] i nvestigating the occurrence of nmercury in fish flesh in
Lakes Pillsbury, Mendocino and Sonoma

o] mai ntai ning an effective individual waste disposal program

o] mai ntai ning water quality nonitoring stations

o] assi sting and coordi nating the devel opnment by the Sonoma
County Water Agency of an early warning systemfor toxic
spills

The basin plan contains specific water quality objectives
and i nplementation prograns to protect and enhance identified
beneficial uses. For the Russian River and its tributaries, the
di scharge of waste is allowed under National Pollution D scharge
El i m nati on System (NPDES) permts only during the period
Cct ober 1 through May 14 and at a flow not in excess of one
percent of the flow of the receiving water. Additionally,
muni ci pal di schargers nust neet, or be on a schedule to neet,
advanced waste treatnment |evels. The basin plan provides
exceptions as specified in individual action plans. Under such
an exception, the City of Santa Rosa is allowed to discharge to
t he Laguna de Santa Rosa with the dilution requirenent applying
to the Russian River flow at Hacienda Bridge. Discharge rates
up to five percent of this flow nay be nade with the perm ssion
of the

“%North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Goals
and Activities for the Russian River/Bodega Wat ershed Managenent
Area, April 1996.
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Regi onal Board's Executive Officer. 4

Communities served by Wastewater treatnment facilities under
NPDES perm ts include Ukiah, Cloverdale, CGeyserville, Wndsor,
Santa Rosa, Forestville, Graton, Guerneville and Ccci dental.
Advanced waste treatnment is required for these facilities, and
W ndsor, Guerneville, Ukiah and Santa Rosa have constructed
advanced waste treatnment works. Forestville and Graton are on
schedul es to attain that |level of treatnment.*%®

The City of Heal dsburg di scharges secondary effluent to an
abandoned gravel pit in the Russian River flood plain. The pit
was overtopped during the winter of 1994-1995 and the city is
pursui ng ot her means of discharge. *°’

The City of Santa Rosa is currently preparing an
environnental inpact report (EIR) for a proposed | ong-range plan
for Wastewater disposal. The Notice of Preparation for the
Santa Rosa Subregi onal Long-Term Wast ewater Project was issued
in October 1994. Preparation of the draft EIR has been
conpleted and it was issued for public review and comment in
August 1996.

In May 1996 the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, acting
in their capacity as the Board of Directors of the Russian River
Sanitation District, considered a report on a proposed West
County Sanitation Project. The objectives of this project are
as fol |l ows: #%

0 Utilize the existing capacity at the Russian River County
Sanitation District Wastewater treatnment facility.

0 Renedi at e existing problens at the Russian River facility,
i ncluding insufficient dry-weather disposal.

0 Achi eve conpliance with the treatnment requirenments in the
basi n pl an.

0 Reduce the costs associated with the operation of several
smal |l treatnment facilities.

“%Nort h Coast Regi onal Water Quality Control Board,
Wat er shed Pl anni ng Chapter, March 1996, 2.1-8.
“°lbid., 2.1-3, 2.1-4.

¥ bid., 2.1-4.
4985cWA, West County Sanitation Project, 1, 2.
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0 Renmedi at e exi sting public health hazards in the Mrabel
Hei ghts, Canp Meeker and Monte Ri o areas.

o] M nim ze growt h-inducing inpacts by limting service to
exi sting housing units and vacant parcels within the
boundari es of each respective area.

In July 1996 the Board of Supervisors decided to address
the utilization of existing capacity and renedi ati on of the
exi sting problenms at the Russian River facility separately from

t he ot her probl ens.
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Chapter 111, Recreation and Public Access

| NTRODUCTI ON

There is no single governnental agency which is principally
responsi ble for recreation and public access on the Russian
River. The U S. Arny Corps of Engineers operates, and fromtine
to time inproves, the recreation facilities described in Part 1,
Chapter 111 at Lake Mendoci no and Lake Sonoma. The recreation
and park districts described in Part 2, Chapter Il operate
sumer danms and other facilities at several |ocations. O her
agenci es described in Part 2 are involved with recreation and
public access along the Russian R ver in various ways. Wile no
agency is principally responsible for recreation and public
access, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, acting through
its Regional Parks Departnment and the Sonoma County Agricultura
Preservati on and Open Space District in cooperation wth other
agenci es, has assunmed a | eading role in addressing sonme of the
needs identified in the Russian River Public Access & Trespass
Managenent Pl an which is discussed in Part 1, Chapter II1.

STEELHEAD BEACH PARK

St eel head Beach is |ocated on the south bank of the Russian
Ri ver, just off River Road between M rabel Road and Marti nell
Road. The park site consists of 17 acres owned by the State of
California. 499 The initial Steel head Beach Park devel opnment
will be contained within this area, however, the California

Wl dlife Conservation Board has acquired an adjacent 26 acres.°®

This river recreation-oriented park will accompdate both
canpi ng and day use activities, as well as a boat | aunch
facility. The key elenments envisioned in the park design are as
fol | ows: °%

o] Park entrance station on a paved entry road, an internal
road system and pedestrian pat hways.

499Sonoma County Regi onal Parks Departnent, Steel head
Beach Park Prelimnary Plan & Initial Study, Novenber 1995, 1.

®0%phij | jp Sales, Sonoma County Regional Parks
Depart nent, personal conmunication on July 18, 1996.

°0lgonoma County, Steel head Beach Park Plan, 4.
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0 137 space parking lot which will accommobdate vehicl es
and boat trailers, and a concession trailer site with
utility hook-ups.

0 Restroom and shower facilities to be installed
in conjunction with canpground devel opnent.
o] Day use area, boat |aunch area, and day use fishing area.
o] 27 recreation vehicle canping spaces for recreation
vehi cl es and car canpi ng.
o] 21 car canping/walk-in canp sites, with 11 parki ng spaces.
o] Habitat restoration throughout the site, with particul ar

enphasis on the western section

The estimated cost of the planned inprovenents is $1.7
mllion. The Sonoma County 1996- 1997 budget includes $300, 000
for initial devel opment. °%

CLOVERDALE RI VER PARK

I n June 1996 the Board of Supervisors of Sonoma County,
acting as the Board of Directors of the Sonoma County
Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District, approved the
acqui sition of an addition of 10 acres to the 30 acres of |and
whi ch was previously acquired by the District for devel opnent as
the Cloverdale River Park. The Cty of C overdale owns 33 acres
i medi ately south of the |and bought by the District. In 1995
it installed picnic tables and a bicycle rack on a small portion
of this land through a community fund drive. ®%

This river recreation-oriented park will accompdate day
use activities, including a boat |launch facility. The initia
el ements envisioned by the Sonoma County Regi onal Parks
Department are as foll ows: °%

°02phj | i p Sal es, Sonoma County Regional Parks Department,
personal communication on July 18, 1996.

°03Tom Chor neau, County OKs buying 10 acres for
Cl overdal e park, The Press Denocrat, June 19, 1996, B-I.

*%45onoma County Regi onal Parks Departnent, Draft Regi onal
Park Feasibility Study. Cloverdale River Park, March 1996, 9.
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o] Per manent entrance at Crocker Road and i nprovenment and
pavi ng of existing access road.

o] Paved parking area for 20 cars.
o] Fenci ng and screening of the existing water treatnent
facility.
Subsequent i nprovenents will include of a trail head and
5800 feet of trail, a McCray Road access and parking area,

addi tional picnic sites and support areas, permanent restroom
facilities, a boat launch site and portages for kayaks and
canoes, group Eicnic areas, and benches along the trail at
sceni c points.>%

The estimated cost of the planned inprovenents is $700, 000.
The Sonoma County 1996-1997 budget includes $200, 000
envi ronmental docunents, design and initial devel opment. %

HEALDSBURG RI VER ACCESS

In June 1996 the Board of Supervisors of Sonoma County,
acting as the Board of Directors of the Sonoma County
Agricul tural Preservation and Open Space District, approved the
acqui sition of 106 acres of |and | ocated adjacent to the
nort heast boundary of Heal dsburg. The scenic ranch, |ocated
north of March Avenue, is already used by nountain bikers,
joggers and hikers. ®%’

Under the open space agreenent approved May 7, 1996 with
the property owner, Raja Devel opnent Co., the conpany will donate
the parcel to the City of Heal dsburg to be used as a public park.
The conpany further agreed to contribute $100,000 to Heal dsburg
for operation and mai ntenance of the park. The property, which
has Russian River access, will be formally opened to hikers and
ot her recreational users by the end of 1996.

5051 phid., 9, 10.

°%6phj | i p Sal es, Sonoma County Regi onal Parks Departnent,
personal conmuni cation on July 18, 1996.

°0’Tom Chorneau, County deals for site with river access,
The Press Denocrat, May 8, 1996, B-I.

508| pij d.
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W NDSOR RI VERFRONT PARK

I n June 1996 the Sonoma County Regi onal Parks Depart nent
conpleted a feasibility study of devel opi ng six parcels of |and
owned by Kai ser Sand and Gravel as a river-oriented regional
park. These properties consist of 328 acres, 146 acres of which
are bodi es of water. The non-subnerged | and includes 21 acres
of vineyard. The remaining 160 acres are avail able for passive
recreation. °%

The conceptual plan for Wndsor Riverfront Park envisions
an access road off of Eastside Road, and the addition of two new
picnic areas along the Russian River to supplenent the existing
picnic area adjacent to Eastside Road. The plan includes three
| akes; Lake Benoist, Lake Wl son and Lake MLaughlin. One
parking | ot would be | ocated adjacent to the existing picnic
area. A second parking | ot would be |ocated between Lake
McLaughlin and the Russian River. Extensive restorative tree
pl anti ng woul d be done along the shores of the |akes. The
exi sting unpaved access roads would be utilized as trails
followi ng the shores of the restored |akes. >

The estimated cost of devel oping the proposed W ndsor
Ri verfront Park is $330, 000.511

°99Sonoma County Regi onal Parks Departnent, Regi onal Park
Feasibility Study, Kaiser Sand & Gravel Property, June 1996, 4.

°1% i d., Appendix i.

> pid., Appendix vi.
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Chapter 1V, Gravel Mining

| NTRODUCT! ON

Gravel mning is regulated in California under the Surface
M ning Act of 1975 which was described in Part 2, Chapter 1.
Wil e certain federal and state agency play a role in regulating
gravel m ning, counties and cities have the principal
responsibility.

On Novenmber 1, 1994 the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
certified the final environmental inpact report for
conprehensive revisions to the 1980 Sonoma County Aggregate
Resour ces Managenent Pl an and adopted a new plan. The purpose
of the Aggregate Resources Managenment Plan is to provide for
future aggregate needs with resources fromw thin the County
while avoiding or mnimzing significant inpacts and pronoting
the efficient use of the resource. ®*3

The maj or objective of the plan's quarry managenent program
is to increase quarry production for all uses and repl ace
terrace sources as the primary supply for future construction
aggregate. The plan proposes to neet this objective with a
conmbi nati on of regulatory incentives, aggregate standards, and
stricter limtations on conpeting alluvial sources.513

The plan's terrace managenent program all ows deep-pit
terrace mning at the average 1980's rate of 20 acres per year
for ten years. No significant inpacts on adjacent groundwater
|l evels will be allowed. A 450-foot separation wll be required
bet ween new pits and the river. Reclamation plans are required.
The plan includes specific standards for the post-mning uses of
wildlife habitat, plant crops, aquaculture, water supply,
recreational facilities and Wastewater storage. Standards are
al so included to address how pits can be refilled with
aggregate, processing sedinents or inported earth materials. >

Wil e both quarry operations and terrace m ning have the
potential to affect the Russian River, the renoteness of the
quarries fromthe river, and the 450-foot separator required for
terrace pits, reduces the probable effects to a | evel below the
t hreshhol d of interest for the purposes of this study. For this

*1250noma County. Managenent Plan and EIR, 1994,  7-1.
1 pid., S-7.
“pid., S7, 8.
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reason, the balance of this chapter addresses instream n ning.

Syar Industries, Inc. holds "vested rights" to m ne
substantial quantities of aggregate fromfive sites | ocated al ong
a nine-mle reach of the Russian River beginning just north of
Wohl er Bridge at river mle 25, and ending east of Heal dsburg at
river mle 34. The sites are known as Doyle, South Levee, M ddle
Reach, North Levee and Riverbend. Wile the mning of these
sites by Syar is not subject to the County regul ation,
reclamation plans for any mning nust be approved by the
California Board of Mning and Geology. In addition, a Federal
Cl ean Water Act, Section 404 permt nmust be obtained fromthe
U S. Arny Corps of Engineers. Syar also is seeking permssion to
mne a sixth site, known as Heal dsburg Bendway, fromthe City of
Heal dsbur g. °*°

No pl an, equivalent to the Sonoma County plan, currently
exists to provide for future aggregate needs of Mendoci no County
whi |l e avoiding or mnimzing inpacts. However, Mendoci no County
Water Agency is in the process of devel opi ng an aggregate
resources managenent plan for Mendocino County. A draft of that
plan is expected to be conpleted in 1996. Currently,
applications for use permts for gravel mning are considered on
a case by case basis by the County of Mendoci no based on a review
and reconmendations by the Mendocino County Water Agency. >!®

REGULATI ON OF | NSTREAM M NI NG

One of the mmjor objectives of the 1994 Sonoma County
Aggr egrat e Resources Managenent Plan is to nmaintain a bal ance
bet ween aggradati on and degradation that reflects the natural
recharge of aggregate. This is to be acconplished by managi ng
producti on of aggregate to assure the renove only the net
accunul ati on of aggregate within the channel and by regul ating
the | ocation, extent, depth and frequency of gravel
extraction. >’

The 1994 Pl an standards inpose substantial limts on the
extraction of gravel fromthe Russian River channel. The channel

°15E| p Associ ates, Draft Environmental |npact Report and
Envi ronmental | npact Statenent, Syar |ndustries, Inc Mning
Use Permt Application, Reclamation Plan, and Section 404
Permt Application, July, 1993.

®®Denni s Slota, Mendocino County Water Agency,
personal conmuni cation on February 29, 1996.

°"Sonoma County. Managenent Plan and EIR 7-11.
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| engt h designated for nulti-year permts is reduced from 14
mles to 11 1/2 mles. Extraction after the first year is
limted to renmoval of gravel deposited since the |ast m ning,
as determ ned by cross-sections. No skinmm ng of the upstream
hal ves of gravel bars is permtted unless justified by a
special study. Gravel renoval fromany site may be limted on
the basis of nonitoring data to achieve the Plan objectives.®

Mning is permitted in undesignated areas under use-pernits
for one-tinme skimmng only with findings of significant benefit
to flood control, bank protection, public water supply,
fisheries, recreation or habitat. Extraction is not allowed
nore than once in three cal endar years at any undesi gnat ed
| ocation. No new permts are to be granted for gravel renoval
from channel of the mddle reach or Dry Creek with certain
limted exceptions. °®

The 1994 Pl an establishes an extensive nonitoring program
This programincludes aerial photography of the Russian River
from Whler Bridge to the county |line and extensive surveyed
cross-sections. The cross-sections being surveyed annually
under the plan include the follow ng: >?°

11 locations in the mddle reach (since 1981)
4 | ocations near Cloverdale (since 1990)
26 | ocations in Al exander Valley and Fitch Muntain area
(since 1993)

o] 9 locations in Al exander Valley and m ddle reach to fill in
gaps (since 1994)

o] 3 locations at each of the Crocker Road bridge, Geyserville
bri dge and Ji ntown bridge.

o] every 400 feet in proposed m ning areas

o] Sonoma County Water Agency's 14 locations at its water

i ntakes, 3 near Heal dsburg and 9 in the Al exander Vall ey
(since 1980)

°18 pid., 7-12 through 7-26.
V1 pid., 7-12, 21,

®2%County of Sonoma. Workshop on Standard & Monitoring
I nstream Gravel Mning Material, February 21. 1996.
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o] Syar Industries 41 locations in the niddle reach (since
1992)

I n 1996, an analysis of the cross-section nonitoring data
collected from 1991 t hrough 1995 on the Russian River by the
Sonoma County Water Agency, the Sonoma County Permt and
Resource Managenent Departnment, and instream gravel m ning
operators was made. The purpose of the report on this analysis
was to provide a broader, nore current data base to decision-
makers consi dering the approval of instream m ning requests and
to facilitate further analysis, discussion, and understandi ng of
sedi ment transport and river bed dynam cs which can serve as a
basis for instream mining policies. >

The nunmber of cross-sections used in the 1993, 1994 and
1995 years allowed a nore accurate estimte of vol ume changes
t han has been possible in the past. Where cross-sections exi st
approxi mately every 400 feet, volune change estimtes are
expected to be within plus or m nus 10 percent of the actual
changes. Vol une cal cul ati ons based on cross-sections up to one-
half mle apart are | ess accurate but volume cal cul ations are
still considered to be significant. Volune cal cul ati ons based
upon cross-sections spaced further apart than one-half mle
cannot be relied upon as a basis for river managenent deci sions
or instream mning policies. >

The anal ysis indicates that the bed of the Russian River in
Al exander Valley |ost 554 thousand tons between the 1993 and
1994 surveys, and gained 775 thousand tons between the 1994 and
1995 surveys. These changes are attributable to the conbined
ef fect of sedinment transport and gravel mning. |In the 1993-
1994 hi gh-fl ow season streanfl ows were bel ow normal. During the
sumrer of 1993, 376 thousand tons of gravel were mned fromthis
reach. The additional 178 thousand tons which was I ost fromthis
reach was transported downstream during the 1993-1994 hi gh-fl ow
season. °23

In the 1994-1995 hi gh-flow season streanfl ows were
substantially above normal. During the sumrer of 1994, 309
t housand tons of gravel were mned fromthis reach. Thus the
reach received 1,084 thousand tons fromupstreamfor the net gain

®2lsonoma County Water Agency and the Sonomm County Permit
and Resource Managenent Departnent. Analysis of Surveyed Cross-
Section Data for the Russian River. 1991 to 1995, My 1996.

5221 pid., 8.
3231 pid., 8, 9.
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of 775 thousand tons. %%

The anal ysis indicates that the bed of the Russian River in
the mddle reach | ost 152 thousand tons between the 1993 and
1994 surveys, and gai ned 574 thousand tons between the 1994 and
1995 surveys. No gravel ninin% occurred in this reach during
the summers of 1993 and 1994. %2

Nei t her of these high-flow seasons experienced nor nal
streamflow. Flows in the 1993-1994 season were approxi mately 30
to 40 percent of normal and in the 1994-1995 season they were
approxi mately 350 to 500 percent of normal. Additional data and
studies will be necessary to determ ne the anmount of gravel that
can be m ned on a sustained basis w thout |ong-termdegradation
of the river bed. A digital terrain mapping systemis being
considered to provide this data. It would provide greater
accuracy, nore information, and high quality graphics to aid
future analysis. Such a system could be inplenented for about
t he sanme cost as the conbi ned anount now bei ng expended bg
publi ¢ agencies and mining operators on river nonitoring. >2°

2% hi d. 9.
5251 pi d. 10.
526| pij d.
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Chapter V, Fishery

| NTRODUCTI| ON

The California Departnent of Fish and Gane is the
governmental entity principally responsible for the managenent
of the Russian River fishery. This responsibility arises from
t he powers of the Departnment described in Part 2, Chapter 11
and a mandate included in the Sal non, Steel head Trout, and
Anadr omous Fi sheries Program Act. I n adopting the Anadronous
Fi sheries Program Act, the |egislature declared that the
Departnent shall develop a plan and programthat strives to
doubl e the current natural production of sal non and steel head
trout resources. The legislature further declared that it is
the policy of the state to recogni ze and encourage the
partici pation of the public in privately and publicly funded
mtigation, restoration, and enhancenent prograns in order to
protect and increase naturally spawning sal non and steel head
trout resources. >’ A nunber of the federal, state and |ocal
governnental entities identified and discussed in Part 2 are
al so involved with Russian River fishery issues and mtigation
restoration, and enhancenent prograns in cooperation with the
Depart nent.

RUSSI AN Rl VER BASI N PLANNI NG AND RESTORATI ON PRQJECT

The Russian River Basin Planning and Restoration Project
was undertaken by the California Departnment of Fish and Gane in
accordance with the Anadronous Fi sheries Program Act. The goals
for the Russian River are as follows:>?®

o] | nventory and categorize the Russian River basin and

subbasins foll ow ng standard net hodol ogi es di scussed in the
Cal i fornia Sal nonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual >,

0 Generate individualized tributary restoration plans
and reconmendati ons.

%2'Cal i fornia Fish and Game Code, Division 6, Part 1,
Chapter 8, comenci ng at Section 6900.

°28Cal i forni a Departnment of Fish and Game, Russian River
Basin Pl anning 1994 and 1995.

°2%F| osi and Reynol ds. California Sal nonid Stream
Habi t at Restorati on Manual, 1994.

3-V-1



o] Initiate restoration work, prioritized according to
the fishery habitat potential and opportunity in the
river.

(o] Devel op a better stewardship role for private | andowners
and | and managers.

Most of the Russian River basin is held by private
| andowners. Therefore, gaining access perm ssion from| andowners
is the key to conducting inventories. Landowner cooperation is
al so essential to the successful inplenmentation of recomended
habi tat 1 nprovenents.

Once access i s obtained, biological sanpling is conducted
usi ng el ectrofishing or direct observation to determ ne fish
popul ati ons. Year around tenperature data and macro-invertebrate
sampling is performed to hel p understand watershed conditions and
to identify sources and problens arising from non-point discharges
of pollutants. Data collection in all tributaries which are
surveyed i ncludes habitat typing, stream channel typing, stream
tenperature nonitoring, and biological sanpling to describe fish
popul ati ons. Based upon need, sone tributaries surveyed al so
recei ve substrate sanpling, nmacro-invertebrate sanpling and
ri pari an surveys. °3?

The streaminventory data are anal yzed in tabular and graphic
form and presented in standardi zed Subbasin inventory reports.
The reports conclude with recommendations for fish habitat
i nprovenment within the watershed and are distributed to | andowners
and interested groups. The Departnent and interested groups then
neet and determ ne project priorities according to the fishery
habitat restoration potential and | andowner wllingness. This
approach of working cooperatively and building trust with private
| andowner s devel ops a sense of stewardship of the natural
resources. Examning the river froma watershed perspective
al l ows the conprehensive consideration of problenms for fish and
| andowners al i ke. °%3

In 1994, inventories and reports were conpleted for G een
Val | ey Creek, Purrington Creek, WII|ow Creek, Ackerman Creek and
Giffin Creek. 1In 1995, fish habitat inventories or
el ectrofishing surveys were conpleted in the upper portion of Big
Austin Creek, Bear Pen Creek, Atascadero Creek, Jonive Creek
Giffin Creek, MII Creek, Felta Creek, Wallace Creek, Pal ner
Creek, Angel Creek, Salt Creek, Freezeout Creek, Al der Creek,

530CDF&G, Basi n Pl anni ng
531 pi d.

532| pi d.
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Robi nson Creek and Mohr Creek. A total of 67.4 mles of stream
was surveyed. >33

During 1994 and 1995, the Departnment supervised 12 habit at
restoration projects, including debris jam nodification, |og
structures and erosion control projects. The Departnent
assi sted | andowners with technical advice on 15 other
proj ects. >3

An active programis planned for 1996. In Sonoma County
inventories are planned for Sheephouse Creek, Porter Creek and a
nunmber of tributaries of Austin Creek, East Austin Creek and
Maacama Creek. |In Mendocino County, juvenile surveys are
pl anned for York Creek, Salt Hollow Creek and a nunber of
tributaries of Forsythe Creek. >3

SONOVA COUNTY WATER AGENCY FI SHERI ES ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

In April, 1995, the Board of Directors of the Sononma County
Wat er Agency authorized the Agency to undertake a Russian River
tributaries Fisheries Enhancenment Program The Board
subsequently authorized two new environnmental specialist
positions to assist in inplenenting the program In July, 1996
t he Board approved a Fisheries Enhancenent Program 1996-1997
fiscal year Work Plan and authori zed the General Manager to
execute cooperative agreenents with public and private agenci es,
and to purchase materials and supplies, necessary to carry out
the Work Plan, in a total estimted anount of $164,900 to
$229, 000.

The objectives of the Agency's Fisheries Enhancenment
Program are: >3°

o] To work cooperatively and in conjunction with other
federal, state and | ocal agencies to preserve, enhance and
restore fishery habitats and resources.

o] To devel op research prograns to study the fisheries within
af fected wat er sheds.

533| pi d.
534| pi d.

535| pi d.

°3650noma County Water Agency, Fisheries Enhancenent
Program 1996- 1997.
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o] To assist the Agency in the assessment of inpacts, the
writing of environnental docunents, and permt conpliance
for Agency projects which may affect fishery resources.

In coordination with the California Departnment of Fish and
Gane and ot her agencies, the follow ng projects are planned to
be conpl eted by June 30, 1997:°%

Stream Habitat Surveys

The Agency wi |l conduct habitat surveys on streans
identified by the Departnment as having sal noni d popul ati ons.
Surveys will be conducted according to the California Sal nonid
Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, All data will be entered
into the Departnent's data base. Streans to be surveyed are
Mar k West Creek, Porter Creek, Wndsor Creek and Hunmbug Creek.

Tenperature Data Col |l ection

One to five tenperature data | oggers will be furnished and
pl aced by the Agency in each creek during the | ow fl ow season.
Data | oggers will be nonitored at | east once each season.

Parcel Ownership I nformation

The Agency wi ||l assist the Departnent by identifying
property owners along the tributaries. Once permssion has been
granted, each property owner will by notified of the date that
the streamw || be surveyed by a representative of the
Depart nment or Agency.

| nstream Habitat | nprovenments

I n cooperation with the Departnment and with the Sotoyone-

Santa Rosa Resource Conservation District, instream structure,
such as | arge woody debris, and erosion control devices will be
pl aced in streans identified during habitat surveys as

candi dates for instream habitat inprovenment. The Agency w ||
adm ni ster the Agency's conmponent of the projects. The
Departnment will provide |abor crews. A grant fromthe Northwest

Emer gency Assi stance Program through the Sotoyome-Santa Rosa
Resource Conservation District may provide unenpl oyed conmerci al
fishermen for the | abor on these projects. |If not, the work
will be conpleted by the California Conservation Corps. Wod
not available at the site will be transported fromBerry's
Sawm || in Cazadero by the Agency. Additional materials such as
cabl e, hardware, and hand tools will be provided by the Agency.
Projects on G een Valley Creek, Freezeout Creek, MII Creek,
Austin Creek and Felta Creek

5371 bi d.
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will be perfornmed in 1996. Projects for 1997 will be identified
based on the survey data available at that tine.

| nstream Habitat Structure Construction Training

Experts fromthe Departnent, the Agency, and restoration
consultants will train individuals in the community who are
I nterested in working on habitat inprovenment projects.
Cl assroominstruction will be held in the North Coast Regi onal
Water Quality Control Board conference roomwhile field training
wi ||l occur at one of the designated stream sites.

Ri pari an Area Fencing Projects

Wre fencing will be installed along stream banks. The
pur pose of these projects is to isolate |ivestock from stream
channel s and riparian areas that traverse grazed |land. The
fencing will exclude livestock which will allow riparian
vegetation to recover, stabilize the stream banks, and decrease
ani ml waste entering the stream Fencing projects are planned
for Green Valley Creek, Freezeout Creek and MII| Creek. These
i nteragency projects will be carried out in a manner simlar to
the instream habitat inmprovenent projects.

Ri parian Area Irrigation Projects

The purpose of these projects is to provide a tenporary
wat er source to restored riparian areas to enhance survival of
new y-planted trees. Tree planting projects along G een Vall ey
Creek and M1l Creek will be conducted by Trout Unlimted. The

Agency will provide the irrigation materials needed to conplete
these projects. The Departnment, in cooperation with the
| andowners, will be responsible for the nmaintenance and

i nspection of the irrigation systens.

Water Quality Sanpling

I n cooperation with the Sotoyome-Santa Rosa Resource
Conservation District and the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board, invertebrate diversity and abundance in Mark West
Creek and Santa Rosa Creek will be determned. Sanpling will be
perfornmed by the Agency in the fall and spring for a period of

two to three weeks each season. Processed sanples will be sent
to the Departnment's |aboratory in Sacranmento, with which the
Agency will contract for identification services.

Mat anzas Creek Fi shway Project

The Agency will design and construct features to facilitate
fish passage through the Matanzas Creek flood control structure
in dowmntown Santa Rosa. Habitat assessnent and design of a fish
passage device is planned to be carried out in 1996 with
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construction planned for 1997.

Nei ghbor hood Stream Cl eanup Projects

Streanms flow ng through urban areas accunulate litter and
debris. Nei ghborhood stream cl eanup projects will be organized
to augnment restoration efforts and increase comunity
i nvol venent. These projects wll be conducted within the
Russi an Ri ver watershed wherever sufficient community interest
is present.
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Chapter V1, Barriersto Fish Migration

| NTRODUCTI ON

The California Departnment of Fish and Gane is the
governmental entity principally responsible for addressing the
probl em posed by barriers to fish mgration. This
responsibility arises from Section 5900 et seq. of the
California Fish and Game Code which deals with danms, conduits
and screens and the responsibility for providing adequate bypass
flows, fishways and fish screens. Under this authority and
under the stream alteration agreenent process established by
Section 1601 and 1603 of the California Fish and Gane Code,
which is discussed in Part 2, Chapter 111, the Departnent takes
action to secure the renoval of barriers to fish mgration and
the installation of fish passage devices. Exanples include the
recent elimnation of the practice of installing sumer dans in
Austin Creek and the steps taken by the Departnent to secure the
construction of a fishway at Heal dsburg Dam

In addition to these prograns of the Departnent of Fish
and Gane, the Sonoma County WAter Agency is pursuing several
prograns in cooperation with the Departnent and ot her agenci es.

MATANZAS CREEK FI SHWAY

The Sonoma County WAter Agency has initiated design of a
project to all ow anadronous sal nonids to pass through existing
mgration barriers at the nmouth of Matanzas Creek. The fishway

wi || provide sal nonids access to approximately 8 m | es of
habitat that has been inaccessible for over 30 years. Design
wi ||l occur during 1996 with installation planned during the

summer and fall of 1997.°%%°

Hi storically, Matanzas Creek supported a sel f-sustaining
steel head fishery. However flood control structures constructed
in downtown Santa Rosa during the early 1960's created
i npassi bl e barrier at where Matanzas Creek enters Santa Rosa
Creek. While the adjacent Santa Rosa Creek structure design
i ncluded a fishway, the Matanzas Creek structure did not. Fish
passage through the 1400 foot long structure is prohibited by
hi gh wat er

38cCali forni a Departnment of Fish and Gane. Draft Eel
Ri ver Action Plan, March 1996, F-I.

>39SCWA. Fi sheri es Enhancenent Program, 6.
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vel ocities and shall ow summer depths. The proposed design woul d
add roughness features to increase depth and reduce velocities
during | ower flow conditions.>*

The installation of roughness features has been avoided in
t he past because they reduce the flood carrying capacity of the
structures. However, new designs have been devel oped which
col l apse during high flow conditions. Following a major storm
t he roughness features are reset, restoring the fish passage
function. >

RUSSI AN Rl VER ESTUARY NMANAGEMENT PLAN

As noted in Part 1, Chapter VI, the Russian River estuary
is subject to periodic closure by the formation of a sandbar
across the nouth of the estuary. Closures usually occur in the
spring, summer, and fall when the Russian River flow is |ow,

Wi th nost occurring in the sumrer nonths. Artificial breaches
of the estuary bar have taken place since at |east 1968.
However, recent regulatory actions have caused a reexam nation
of this practice.>*

A Russian River estuary study was carried out in 1992 and
1993 for the County of Sonoma and the California State Coast al
Conservancy under the direction of the Russian River Estuary
I nt eragency Task Force. Agencies represented on the task force
i ncl uded the follow ng: ®*3

California Departnment of Fish and Gane
California Departnent of Parks and Recreation
California Coastal Conm ssion

U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers

Nati onal Marine Fisheries Service

U S. Fish and WIildlife Service

St ate Lands Comm ssi on

Cal i fornia Coastal Conservancy

County of Sonoma

>40] pi d.

541 bi d.
®4250noma County, Russian River Estuary Study, 44.

*43Sonoma County Water Agency, Status Report on |nplenmentatior
of the Russian River Estuary Managenent Plan, July 1996, 1.
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The study concluded that the current practice of breaching
the barrier whenever the water surface in the estuary reaches a
defined elevation facilitates a viable estuarine ecosystem The
study concl uded that the ecosystem has adapted to the shifts in
salinity and water tenperature and that no serious effects to
the biota as a result of water quality problens are
observabl e. °**

The study prescribed the several elenents of a nanagenent
pl an for the Russian River estuary. These elenents include the
fol | owi ng: °>*

o] Breaching. The barrier will continue to be breached
by bull dozer. The recommended maxi mum water |evel is
7.0 feet NGVD (National Geodetic Vertical Datum,
however, under certain circunstances, the water |evel
in the estuary may be allowed to reach 8.5 feet NGVD.

o Tide Staff. A tide staff should be installed next to
t he county gage at Jenner, relative to NGVD

o] Aut omat ed Tide Recorder. An automatic tide recorder
should be installed at the Jenner gauge. The water
levels will be telemetered to an entity designated by
t he County.

o] Hydr ol ogi cal Monitoring. Continuous nonitoring of

wat er surface el evations and periodic nonitoring of
water quality paraneters should be undertaken.

o] Bi ol ogic Monitoring. Spring and fall otter traw
sanpling should be done in the |ower estuary; |ate
spring and early sumrer deep water beach seine sanpl es
shoul d be done in the | ower estuary; behavi oral
observations (3) of pinniped activity during breaches
under restricted public access should be done; and
pl ankton tows at the nouth of WIlow Creek three hours
post breaching (two per year).

The responsibility for the inplenentation of the Russian
Ri ver Estuary Managenent Plan was transferred to the Sonoma
County Water Agency in April 1995. The Agency has inpl enented
all of the above elenents of the Russian River Estuary
Managenment Plan. | n Novenmber 1995 the Agency breached the
barrier under regulatory permts which had been secured by the
County of Sonoma and whi ch were extended upon application by the
Sonoma County

>** bi d.
>®1pid., |, 2.
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Wat er Agency. °4®

However, these permts have since expired. The Agency
initiated the securing of new permts in October 1995 with a
letter to the U S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers requesting a 5-year
permt pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The
followng permts are required for the Agency to lawfully breach
the barrier:>"

o] U.S. Arny Corps of Engi neers
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Permt

0 North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act Certification

0 California Coastal Comm ssion
Coast al Devel opment Perm t

0 California Department of Fish and Gane
Section 1601 Stream Alteration Agreenment

0 State Lands Comm ssi on
Publ i c Agency Lease

0 California Departnment of Parks and Recreation
Tenporary Use Permt

The Agency has applied for all of these and plans
pursue securing the permts necessary to inplenment the
Russi an River Estuary Managenent Plan, and to inplenment the
pl an.

HEALDSBURG DAM FI SHWAY

Pursuant to Section 5931 of the California Fish and Gane
Code, the California Fish and Gane Conmm ssion directed CDFG to
cause plans to be furnished for a suitable fishway and to order
t he County of Sonoma to provide the damw th a durable and
efficient fishway of such formand capacity and in such |ocation
as shall be determ ned by the Departnent.548 The County of
Sonoma entered into a stipulation with the California Departnent
of Fish and Gane (CDFG) agreeing to construct the fishway.

Pl ans were

5461 pid., 2.
7 pid., 2, 3.

®48Cal i forni a Departnment of Fish and Game, Deci sion
and Order, April 27, 1989.
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prepared by the Sonoma County WAter Agency in cooperation with
the County and Departnent. However, construction was del ayed by
a | awsuit brought by the Cty of Heal dsburg agai nst CDFG and t he
County. The County- CDFG agreenent was set aside by the Superior
Court until CDFG conplies with the California Environnent al

Quality Act (CEQA) with respect to the project.®® CDFG has

initiated the environnental review process. The Sonoma County
Wat er Agency has budgeted funds to construct the fishway once
CEQA conpl i ance has been obtained by CDFG and an appropriate
agreenent has been entered into between the County and Agency. °*°

549CDFG, Status of the Proposed Heal dsburg Dam Fi shway
in Sonoma County, 6, 7.

*0Randy D. Pool e, Sonoma County Water Agency,
personal comrunication on April 1, 1996.
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Chapter VII, Riparian Habitat

| NTRODUCTI| ON

As is the case with recreation and public access, there is
no single governmental agency which is principally responsible
for the preservation and enhancenment of riparian habitat on the
Russian River and its tributaries. Wile both the Russian
Ri ver Basin Planning and Restoration Project and the Sonoma
County Water Agency Fisheries Enhancenment Program di scussed in
Part 3, Chapter V include riparian area features, they al so
i nclude instream features. There are several progranms being
carried out by cities which involve the preservation and
enhancenent of riparian areas. These projects typically also
i ncl ude recreational features. These prograns are described in
the follow ng sections.

SANTA ROSA CREEK MASTER PLAN

The Santa Rosa Creek Master Plan was a joint effort of the
City of Santa Rosa, the County of Sonoma and the Sonoma County
Wat er Agency. It was adopted in Septenber 1993. The nmster
plan is a long-range blueprint for the preservation of the
heal t hy portions of Santa Rosa Creek, the restoration of the
degraded areas, and the reestablishnent of parts of the creek
for human use and appreciation. The plan addresses fish and

wildlife habitat, flood control, recreation and circul ation. %

The plan contains policies and descriptions of physical
i nprovenents to guide restoration, recreation and devel opnent
projects along the creek corridor. Although it is site specific
and provides sone detail, it is conceptual in nature. The plan
has the follow ng ten goals: >
o] Conserve and restore natural habitat.
o] Mai ntai n hydraulic capacity.
o] Respect private property.
o] Enhance public access.

>*1City of Santa Rosa, County of Sonoma and Sonomm County
Wat er Agency, Santa Rosa Creek Master Plan, Septenber 1993, 3.

521 pid., 4, 5.
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o] Provi de recreational opportunities.

o] Desi gnate creek-oriented comerci al areas.

o] Enhance aesthetic val ues.

o] Provi de educati onal opportunities.

o] Establish an alternative transportati on node of bikeways
and pat hways.

o] Take advantage of opportunities to be part of

regional trails systens.

The estinmated total cost of inplenmenting the Santa Rosa
Creek Master Plan is $55.5 million in 1993 dollars.>® Two maj or
projects have been initiated by the City of Santa Rosa to
i npl ement the plan.

Prince Menorial G eenway

The Prince Menorial G eenway project consists of
creek restoration and greenway devel opnent along Santa
Rosa Creek between Railroad Avenue and Santa Rosa Avenue.
The project includes the follow ng conmponents: >®*

o] Restoration of the habitat for steel head trout by
establishing a low flow natural creek bottomw th riffles
and pools, adding shade trees to cool the water, and
nat ural vegetation between pat hways.

o] Modi fication of the channel cross-section to acconmodate
the restoration and at the same tinme maintain the design
hydraulic grade line during a 100-year return frequency

storm

o] Construction of a nmultiple use hard surfaced path and a
pedestrian-only soft surfaced path with |ighting and
benches.

The estimted cost of the Prince Menorial G eenway project
is approximately $5.0 million. O this amount $3.0 million is
bei ng funded by the Prince Trust Fund and $2.0 million is being
funded by the Santa Rosa Redevel opnment Agency. A contract has
been awarded for the design of the project and construction is

53 pid., 157.

®*4City of Santa Rosa. Request for Proposals, Prince
Menori al Greenway al ong Santa Rosa Creek, 1996, 1, 2.
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pl anned to occur in 1997. %%

Santa Rosa Creek G eenway

The Santa Rosa Creek Greenway project consists of creek
restoration and greenway devel opnment al ong Santa Rosa Creek
bet ween Santa Rosa Avenue and M ssion Boul evard. The project
i ncludes |l and acquisition and creek restoration. Acquisition
i ncludes park sites, linear strips along Santa Rosa Creek, and an
access from Montgonery Drive near Sumrerfield Road to the
creek. °°°

The acquisition cost is estimated at $1.4 mllion which is
bei ng funded by the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and
Open Space District. Acquisition is currently underway. °°’

SANTA ROSA WATERWAYS PLAN

The Santa Rosa Waterways Pl an was adopted by the Santa Rosa
City Council in April 1996. The purpose of the Waterways Pl an
is to provide guidelines, policies and criteria for the
protection, care, managenent, restoration and enhancenent of
wat erways within the City of Santa Rosa. The Waterways pl an
addresses three different aspects of managi ng or protecting
wat er ways: °°8

o] The plan provides guidelines for protecting and nanagi ng
wat erways. |In many places where creeks are in a relatively
natural condition, they are on private property. In these
areas property owners are responsible for the condition of
t he creek.

o] The plan sets forth policies for devel opnent adjacent to
wat erways. It discusses how to incorporate waterways into

new devel opnment projects adjacent to creeks; utilizing best
managenent practices to reduce inpacts on water quality;
establ i shing waterway setbacks and buffers between

®SFrank Kasimov, City of Santa Rosa Departnent of
Communi ty Devel opnent, personal conmunication on July 29, 1996.

®6City of Santa Rosa, Conpetitive Matching Grant
Program (Application), 1996, 1.

°>’Frank Kasimov, City of Santa Rosa Department of
Communi ty Devel opnent, personal conmunication on July 29, 1996.

®8City of Santa Rosa. Santa Rosa Waterways Plan, Apri
1996, 1, 2.

3-VIIl-3



devel opnent and wat erways; providing design strategies that
protect waterways; creating recreational uses adjacent to
wat er ways; and inplenentation strategies.

0 The plan sets forth policy guidelines for protecting the
ecol ogical integrity of waterways while continuing to
mnimze the risk of flooding.

Brush Creek Restoration Project

The Brush Creek Restoration Project was carried out early in
1996. The purpose of the project is to restore the fisheries
habitat functions and values to a portion of the Santa Rosa
Creek watershed which underwent channelization during the
1960's. The project involves the 1.5 mles of Brush Creek
i mmedi ately upstreamfromits confluence with Santa Rosa
Creek. °°°

Brush Creek is in a natural condition in its upper reaches
and is a fine steel head trout habitat, but the good habitat is
separated from Santa Rosa Creek by the 1.5 channelized reach.
This reach, without a riparian canopy, warns to a tenperature
whi ch constitutes a thermal barrier to migrating steel head. >

Sevent een species of trees and shrubs were planted al ong
both sides of the 1.5 mle reach of the creek. The project was
divided into 31 sections, classified as shaded section and open
sections. The trees were planted two deep, in two staggered
rows between the m d-bank and upper-bank. Consideration was
given to existing woody vegetation, clustering, cross-sectiona
shape and creek orientation. %

The Sonoma County Water Agency, in coordination with Sonoma
County Releaf, a non-profit organization, assenbled the
revegetation team The Agency provided a crew of 31 section
| eaders and Sonoma County Rel eaf organized approximately 220
el ementary and hi gh school students fromfour area schools. The
pl anting occurred during February and March 1996, °2

The materials and planting plan cost approxi mately $25, 000

®9pavid M Mattens, National Oceanic and Atnospheric
Adm ni stration. Brush Creek Restoration Project Progress Report,
March 1996, 4.

°0City of Santa Rosa, Project Proposal for NMFS Restoration

Center; Brush Creek, City of Santa Rosa, California, My 1995, 2.

6IMat t ens, Brush Creek Progress Report, 4.

%621 pid., 4 through 8.
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whi ch was funded by a National Marine Fisheries Service
grant.°®3

LAGUNA DE SANTA ROSA PARK MASTER PLAN

The Laguna de Santa Rosa Park Master Plan was adopted by
the City of Sebastopol in 1992.°%* |t was incorporated into the
City's general plan in Novenber 1994. The plan addresses many
recreational, environnmental, devel opment, and resource
managenent issues that affect the Laguna. Prograns are
established by the plan to protect, preserve and enhance the
Laguna whil e recogni zing and incorporating recreational and
commerci al devel opnent necessary for the social and econonic
wel | -being of the community. The plan recognizes that the
Laguna is an regional ecosystem and includes areas both inside
and outside Sebastopol in the plan. >

°°3I bid., 4.

*64Hyden Associ ates Landscape Architecture and Gol den Bear

Bi ostudies. City of Sebastopol Laguna de Santa Rosa Park
Mast er Pl an, 1992.

°6%City of Sebastopol. General Plan, Novenber 1994, |11 -20.
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Chapter V11, Flood Control

The principle flood control activities within the Russian
Ri ver basin are carried out by the Sonoma County WAter Agency
and are financed by Zone 1A. As noted in Part 1, Chapter VIII
a geographi cal zone, designated Zone 1A, enconpassing the Mark
West Creek-Laguna de Santa Rosa wat ershed was fornmed under the
authority of the Sonoma County Water Agency's enabling
| egi slation. The purpose of Zone 1A is to finance the
construction of flood control and drainage facilities, the
clearing of natural waterways, the preparation of master
dr ai nage plans for areas subject to flooding, and erosion and
sedi ment control activities. The zone also finances the flood
control operation and mai ntenance activities of the Agency,
whi ch include planting, pruning, spraying, fertilizing and
irrigating channel |andscaping; fencing; nmowing to elimnate
fire hazards; structural repair; grading and reshapi ng of
channel s; and sprayi ng using herbicides approved by the County
Agricul tural Comm ssioner to control undesirable vegetation.566

In Novenber 1986 the el ectorate of Zone 1A zone authorized
the | evying of benefit assessnments within the zone to augnent
funds which the zone receives fromthe general property tax.
VWhile the property tax revenues received by the zone are
adequate to maintain existing facilities, they are insufficient
to support any significant construction of new facilities. The
aut hori zation of benefit assessnents terminates with fiscal year
1996-1997. I n August 1996 the Board of Directors of the Agency
aut hori zed placing a proposition on the Novenber 1996
consol idated el ection ballot to authorize continued benefit
assessnents in Zone 1A. %%

The flood control projects which my be funded by Zone 1A
wi th continued benefit assessments are shown in Table 3-M11-1.5%8

*665onoma County Water Agency. A Report to the Board of
Directors of the Sononma County Water Agency on Benefit
Assessnents for Flood Control Purposes within Flood Control
Zones 1A and 2A, July 1996, 1.

°6’Sonoma County Water Agency, Resol ution of the Board of
Directors Determ ning and Proposing Continued Annual
Assessnents on Each Parcel of Real Property Wthin Flood
Control Zone 1A, Calling a Special Election on the Proposition
Wthin Zone 1A and Requesting Consolidation of said Election
with the General Election Called for Novenmber 5. 1996,
Resol ution No. 96-1039. August 6, 1996.

°85CWA, Report on Benefit Assessments w thin Zone 1A, 5.
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Table 3-VIII-1
FI ood Control Project Needs in Zone 1A

Airport Creek

Bl ucher Creek Project

Cal der Avenue/ Main Street EXxtension
Caneron Creek

Carr Avenue Conduit

Chi co Avenue Conduit

Cl evel and/ Harri son Storm Drain
Cof f ey Creek

Col gan Creek Channel Revegetation
Col unbo Avenue Proj ect

Copel and Creek

East W ndsor Creek

Fai rgrounds Proj ect

Farnmers Lane Extension Diversion Conduit
Forestvi ew Creek

Ful ton Creek

Grant Creek

Gunvi ew Cr eek

Hampt on Court Proj ect

Hart man Cr eek

Hi ghway 12 East Project

Laguna de Santa Rosa (Stony Point Road)
Laguna de Santa Rosa ("D' line No. 2, Phase II)
Manzani ta Creek Condui't

Mat anzas Creek

McM nn Avenue Proj ect

Naval Creek Conduit and Channel | nprovenents
Oivet Creek

Pet erson Creek

Pi ner Creek Conduits

Pruitt Creek

Redwood Creek

Sant a Rosa/ Todd Avenue Project

Sot oyone Creek

Sout h Santa Rosa Avenue Conduit
South Wight Road Conduit

Spi voc Creek and Bypass

St andi sh Avenue Conduit

Starr Creek

Upper Brush Creek Tributaries

Upper Kawana Creek

Upper Piner Creek

Upper Rosel and Creek

Upper Todd Creek

Wendel Creek

West Col | ege Avenue Proj ect

Wool sey Creek
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The design criteria of the Agency cl assifies waterways into
several categories. These categories are 1) natural waterways;
2) landscaped constructed waterways; 3) closed conduits; and 4)
construct ed channel s. °%°

Nat ural wat erways whi ch have sufficient waterway area to
contain design discharge and which are reasonabl e stable, or
whi ch may be stabilized with m nor channel nodifications, nmay be
left in their natural condition. Natural waterways my be
fenced with rail fencing or other architectural designed
f enci ng. °"°

Landscaped constructed waterways are natural waterways
whi ch are enlarged and/or realigned, but for which |andscaping,
pl anting, irrigation, or other aesthetic treatment is provided
to enhance the appearance and habitat val ue of the waterway. As
in the case of natural waterways, |andscaped constructed
wat erways may be fenced with rail fencing or other architectural
desi gned fencing.>"?

Wat er ways whose design fl ow may reasonabl e be conveyed in a
72-inch diameter or snaller concrete pipe are placed underground
in a closed conduit, except for natural waterways, |andscaped
constructed waterways, and street and hi ghway drai nage
facilities.>?

Constructed wat erways generally foll ows the existing
wat erway al i gnnent except where bank stability, property
constraints or environnental considerations dictate an alternate
design. Constructed waterways are often designed as a bypass
facility with an alignnent generally paralleling the nmeander of
the existing waterway. The natural waterway carries a flow
within its natural capacity with the bypass carrying the excess.
This allows the preservation of the habitat and aesthetic val ues
of the natural waterway w thout periodic flooding. Constructed
wat erways can al so be enlarged with construction occurring only
on one side. This allows the preservation of sonme of the
habitat and aesthetic val ues of the waterway when right-of - way
or other constraints prohibit a bypass.®"

°69Sonoma County Water Agency, Flood Control Design Criteria
August 1983, 1 through 8.

°% pid., 5.
511 pid., 6.
°2| pi d., 8.
*3I pid., 23.
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The Agency has adopted best managenment practices for the
mai nt enance of it flood control facilities. These maintenance
met hods provide an alternate range of techniques for
acconpl i shing nmai ntenance tasks. The nmethods vary fromvery | ow
i npact hand | abor in sone instances, to the operation of heavy
equi pment within waterways under certain specified conditions.
This range of alternatives allows the selection of the nethod
appropriate for each mai ntenance situation with maxi num
consi derati on of the environnental inpacts of the maintenance
activities.>™

®’4Sonoma County Water Agency, Maintenance Met hods and
Best Managenent Practices, February 1996.
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Part 4, Analysis and Recommendations
Chapter |, Comprehensive Planning Needs

| NTRODUCTI ON - PUBLI C LAW 100- 653

In the preface it was noted that concerns about the
condition of the Russian River have been acconpanied by calls
for the devel opnent of a conprehensive nanagenent plan. [In 1988
the U.S. Congress enacted Public Law 100-653. This act
aut hori zed the expenditure of $2.0 million to study the fishery
resources of the Russian River. Under this law, The U S. Fish
and Wldlife Service is to be the | ead agency and is to enter
into a menmorandum of understanding with the U S. Arny Corps of
Engi neers to set forth each agency's respective role in the
study. The California Departnent of Fish and Game (CDFG is to
be invited to participate, providing the Departnment pays for
one-third ($1.0 mllion dollars) of the estimted cost of the
st udy. °"°

The purposes of this study are defined in the legislation
to be as follows: >

0 Devel op goals and short and | ong termreconmmended
actions for restoration and conservation of fishery
resources and habitats.

0 Provide to Congress a report on the recomended goal s
and actions.
The study is to include, but is not limted to, the

fol | owi ng: ®"’

0 Description of fishery resources and habitats.

0 Descri ption and analysis of the river basin.

0 Hi storical account and analysis of fishery resources and
habi t at s.

o] Eval uation of the informtion devel oped.

575102 u. S. St at ut es 3831
576 bi d.

> pi d.
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o) Definition of the federal, state and | ocal roles.

Al t hough the Russian River study is authorized, no noney
has been appropriated to carry out the study.

RUSSI AN Rl VER SALMON AND STEELHEAD TROUT RESTORATI ON PLAN

As noted in Part 3, Chapter V, the State Legislature, in
t he Sal non, Steel head Trout, and Anadronous Fi sheries Program
Act, adopted in 1988, declared that CDFG shall devel op a plan
and programthat strives to double the current natural
production of salnmon and steel head trout resources.®?® In
response to this nmandate, CDFG has devel oped a draft Russian
Ri ver Sal non and Steel head Trout Restoration Plan. The draft
pl an includes the follow ng:°®

0 Background i nformati on on the anadronpus species in
t he Russian River systemincluding life history,
popul ation status, inportance of resource, and
factors depressing popul ati on.

o] Revi ew of various federal and state acts and California
Fi sh and Gane Comm ssion policies which will affect the new

restoration program

0 Presentation of environnental problens and a di scussion of
preferred actions to alleviate problens and restore
popul ati ons.

0 Di scussion of inplenmentation of the restoration program

0 Di scussion of coordination needed with other governnment
agenci es, conservation groups, and devel oper interests to
carry out the restoration program

Al t hough geographically specific to the Eel R ver, CDFG has
al so devel oped a draft Eel River Sal nmon and Steel head
Restoration Action Plan which includes extensive informtion
that al so may be

®’8Cal i fornia Fish and Ganme Code, Division 6, Part 1, Chapter
8, commencing at Section 6900.

®%Cal i forni a Departnent of Fish and Gane. Russian River Sal nor
and Steel head Trout Restoration Plan (Draft), March 1991. 2.
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applicable to the Russian River. >8

SWRCB RUSSI AN Rl VER STRATEGY

As noted in Part 3, Chapter |, in May 1995 the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted a strategy for dealing
wi th pending water rights issues in the Russian River basin. In
addition to the phases described in Part 3, Chapter I, this

strategy includes a fifth phase. That phase consists of
assisting in devel oping a conprehensi ve Russi an R ver watershed

managenent pl an. °8!

The Division of Water Rights staff report observed that
there is broad public support for devel oping a Russian River
wat er shed managenent plan that would include participation by
all "major players". This process could integrate on-going
studies, as well as new studies. The staff observed that the
devel opnent of a basin-w de managenent plan woul d have severa

advantages in that it coul d: °®

o] define issues, problens, goals, and objectives to provide
for optimum use of the water resource.

o] provi de a pool of avail able information.

o] determ ne studies that are needed.

o] devel op strategies to address probl ens.

o] allow for participation by all interested parties.

o] provide a forum for devel opment of negoti ated sol utions.

The staff stated that devel opment of a basin-w de
managenent plan woul d require consideration of nunerous issues
and woul d i nvol ve nunerous agencies with regulatory authority.
In addition, substantial tinme, studies, resources, funds and
staff would be required. Currently, the Division does not have
sufficient resources or authority to devel op such a watershed

*80Cal i forni a Departnent of Fish and Gane. Eel River Sal nobn
and Steel head Restoration Action Plan, March 1996.

®819WRCB, Division of Water Rights. Staff Report,
Russi an River, 6.

5821 pid., 8.
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managenent pl an. °83

The Division of Water Rights staff report identified the
fol |l ow ng approaches which could be used to devel op a basi n-w de
managenent pl an: °%

0 The SWRCB could take the |ead role by preparing a Water
Quality Control Plan for the Russian River watershed or by
anmendi ng the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board basin plan. Under this approach, other agencies,
such as the Sonoma County Water Agency and CDFG coul d
prepare major conponents of the plan.

0 Ot her agencies could take the |lead in devel opi ng a basin-
wi de managenent plan. The plan could integrate several on-
goi ng prograns, including the State Conservation
Conservancy study, the Regional Board study, certain
litigation being pursued by the State Lands Comm ssion,
CDFG studi es, and potential actions by the National Marine
Fi sheries Service under the Endangered Species Act.

0 The California Resources Agency's Franework Agreement for
Cooperation in Coastal Salnmon Natural System Conservation
could lead to the devel opnent of a basin-w de managenent
plan. The Division staff report states that the Resources
Agency appears willing to act as a facilitator to help
coordinate the activities of the other agencies related to
the Russian River. The need for the formation of a nore
formal body could be evaluated after the initial efforts of
coordi nati on have been established.

CALI FORNI A RESOURCES AGENCY FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT

The Framework Agreenent is an agreenent between the
California Resources Agency, the National Marine Fisheries
Service, U S. Fish and Wldlife Service, National Resources
Conservation Service, California Departnent of Fish and Gane,
Fish and Gane Conm ssion, California Departnent of Forestry,
State Board of Forestry, Region I X of the U S. Environnental
Protection Agency, Bureau of Land Managenent, State Water
Resources Control Board, North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board, State Coastal Conservancy and the Yurok Tribe for
cooperation in coastal salnon natural system conservation. The
stat ed purpose of the agreenment is to establish a partnership

%1 bi d.
*41pbid., 9.
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bet ween the signatories to conserve the rich and uni que

bi ol ogi cal diversity of the coastal sal non natural systens and
to maintain a healthy and sustai nabl e econony. This effort is
to be devel oped within the framework of the existing |egal
authorities of the parties to the agreenment. 8

The Framewor k Agreenent includes the follow ng policy
st at enent s:

o] A comm tnment to pronmoting maxi mnum coordi nati on,
conmuni cation, and cooperation anong the state, |ocal
tribal and federal agencies with interests and
responsibilities in the coastal sal non waterways.

o] A commtnent to neeting the requirenents of state, |ocal
tribal and federal law in a manner that considers how the
overall costs for achieving environnental protection can be

m ni m zed.

o] An agreenent that a nmajor goal of all regulatory processes
affecting the coastal sal non waterways should be to provide
meani ngful regulatory stability for beneficial uses of the
wat er ways' resources and that the best way to attain that
goal is to develop a single, cohesive program consisting
of appropriate actions, including continuing planning
efforts, that nmeet all requirements of [aw and which wll
remain in effect for a period of years.

0 An agreenment that a primry conmponent of providing
regul atory stability is to integrate current and future
i npl enment ati on of the Federal and State Endangered Species
Acts, the State's Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,
the Federal C ean Water Act and other applicable laws, into
a coordi nated approach to resource managenent.

NATURAL HERI TAGE | NSTI TUTE REQUEST

As noted in the preface, the Natural Heritage Institute, a
| aw and consulting firmin resource conservation, in a June 1996
letter to Gray Davis, Chairman of the State Lands Conm ssi on,
James M Strock, Secretary for Environnental Protection, and
Dougl as P. Wheeler, Secretary of the California Resources
Agency, acting on behalf of the Friends of the Russian River,
anot her river conservation organi zation, asked the State to
adopt a plan for | ong-term managenent, including restoration, of
the Russi an

°85Fr amewor k Agr eement for Cooperation in Coastal Sal non
Nat ural System Conservati on.
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Ri ver fisheries and their habitat. This letter asked the State
to take the followi ng actions: °8®

o] Prevent further degradation of the anadronous fisheries of
the Russian River incident to new or anended uses of public
trust | ands and waters.

o] Adopt a plan for |ong-term managenent, including
restoration, of the fisheries and their habitat.

0 Review permts, |icenses, and ot her approvals for existing
uses to determ ne which nmay be inconsistent with applicable
| aws for protection of the fisheries, and then amend such
approval s as appropriate.

The Institute letter infornmed the State that American
Rivers, Inc. joins in the letter and intends to join in any
Iitig%g;on I f negotiations to secure the requested State actions
fail.

°8Natural Heritage Institute, Public Trust Resources of the
Russi an River, letter dated June 5, 1996, 5.

871 pid., 7.
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Chapter |1, Need for Comprehensive Management Plan

Many effective ongoing planning processes already exist
within the Russian River basin. |In addition to the California
Departnment of Fish and Gane's draft Russian River Sal non and
St eel head Trout Restoration Plan described in this chapter, and
their Russian River Planning and Restoration Process descri bed
in Part 3, Chapter V, there also exists the basin planning
process and the Bodega/ Russian River Watershed Managenent Area
strategy of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
which is discussed in Part 3, Chapter Il. O her ongoing
pl anni ng processes include the Urban Water Managenent Pl an
process carried out by the Sonoma County Water Agency under the
Cal i fornia Urban Water Management Pl anning Act; °®® the Aggregate
Resources Managenent Pl an process described in Part 3, Chapter
I'V; the Public Access & Trespass Managenment Pl an process being
carried out by the State Coastal Conservancy; and the
conprehensi ve general planning processes of the cities and
counties carried out under the Pl anning and Zoni ng Law di scussed
in Part 2, Chapter 1.

Wil e the concept of a conprehensive Russian River basin
managenent plan is appealing in its sinplicity, the
practicalities involved in devel oping such a plan are daunting.
In addition, the cost of such an effort would be enornous, and
woul d consune public funds which, at l|east in sone instances,
ot herwi se could be invested in inplenentation neasures. The
preparation and approval of a conprehensive managenent pl an
woul d take years. A very real danger would exist that the plan
woul d be out of date before it could be published.

The Division of Water Rights staff report identified three
possi bl e approaches for devel oping a Russian River basin
managenment plan. |If an effort to develop a plan should be
undertaken, the California Resources Agency's Franework
Agreenment approach has the nmost nerit. The stated goal to
pronot e maxi mum coordi nati on, conmmuni cati on, and cooperation
anong the state, local, tribal and federal agencies with
i nterests and responsibilities in the waterways is absolutely
essential to the success of any planning process for the Russian
Ri ver basin. This is equally true whether the planning process
consi sts of a single conprehensive one, or the several existing
processes whi ch are ongoi ng.

*88California Water Code, Division 6, Part 2.6, commencing
at Section 10610.
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Chapter 111, Need for Interagency Communication,
Communication and Coordination

Regardl ess of whether or not the devel opnment of a single
conpr ehensi ve Russi an River basin managenent plan is undertaken,
one agency should assume the responsibility to pronote
coordi nation, commruni cation and cooperation anong all of the
state, local, tribal and federal agencies with interests and
responsibilities in the Russian River and its tributaries. Due
to its historic managenent role with respect to the Russian
Ri ver, the nobst appropriate agency is probably the Sonoma County
Wat er Agency, although other existing agencies, or a new agency,
could effectively assunme this role. The coordination,
comruni cati on and cooperation effort should include at |east the
foll ow ng:

1. The publication and circul ati on anong all involved
gover nment agencies of a newsletter, at |east as frequently
as quarterly, describing proposed new prograns, |egislation
and rul e-making affecting or involving the Russian River,
and the status of existing, ongoing prograns.

2. The sponsorship of a one or two day synmposium on the
Russian River, to be held every two years, at which agencies
involved in studies and projects affecting the Russian R ver
could present the results of their efforts.

3. The periodic preparation and publication of a guide to
financial assistance for studies, restoration and
enhancenment prograns which would identify potential sources
of public and private financial assistance and the

requi renments and conditions of such assistance.

4. The preparation of a status report on the condition of
the Russian River, at |east as frequently as once every five
years. The report could take the formof Part 1 of this
docunment, or could be in any other appropriate form

5. The identification of program or other action needs,
formul ati on of program specifications, and identification of
appropri ate agencies or other entities to inplenent the
prograns or actions identified as needed.
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Chapter 1V, Program Needs

| NTRODUCTI| ON

As noted in the preface, one of the purposes of this study
is to identify any problenms which are not currently being
adequately addresses in order to facilitate the rational
al l ocation of the resources which are available, or which may
become available in the future. |In the course of describing the
condition of the Russian River in Part 1 and the current
prograns in Part 3, a nunmber of program needs becane evi dent.
These are identified in this chapter. 1In general, no attenpt
has been made to fornul ate the program specifications or
identify the specific governnental agency or agencies which
shoul d undertake the identified program needs. This is one of
t he coordi nati on, communi cation and cooperation efforts
recomended to be undertaken in Part 4, Chapter 111.

WATER SUPPLY

As noted in Part 3, Chapter |, the Sonoma County Water
Agency regul ates the flow of the Russian River for the benefit
of agriculture, municipal and instreamuses w thin Mendoci no and
Sonoma Counties. The Agency has entered into agreenents with
several Mendoci no and Sonoma County governnental agencies which
aut horize the diversion or rediversion of water by those
agenci es under appropriative water rights owned by the Agency.
There are, however, two municipal water systens which need, but
do not currently have, such agreenents. These are the systens
operated by the City of Cloverdale and the Ceyserville Water
Conpany. Agreenents need to be negotiated between these entities
and the Agency and applications need to be filed with the State
Wat er Resources Control Board for a change in point of diversion
under the Agency's appropriative water rights permts.

A simlar situation exists in Dry Creek Valley with respect
to agricultural users. As noted in Part 1, Chapter |, current
| ower Dry Creek agricultural water demand is approximtely 3,500
acre-feet per year and is projected to increase to 3,812 acre-
feet by 2015. During nost, if not all, summers and under
certain conditions during other seasons as well, the only
significant quantity of water in Dry Creek avail able for
diversion is that released fromstorage in Lake Sonoma by the
Agency. The Agency hol ds the excl usive appropriative water
rights to that water. A water district needs to be fornmed to
contract with the Agency for the water used by agriculture in
Dry Creek Valley and to report the quantities of such water use.
A petition would al so have to
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be filed with the State Water

Resources Contro

Board to change

t he Agency's points of diversion in this instance.

WATER QUALI TY

As noted in Part 1, Chapter 11,
substandard or failed individual
Meeker, M rabel Heights, Monte Rio,

t here are many docunent ed

septic systens in the Canp
and Sunmmer home Par k

comruni ties in Sononma County and suspected substandard or failed

systenms in the Odd Fell ows Park,
Dell conmunities. Ei t her
need to be abated, or

Haci enda,
t hese substandard or
communi ty WAst ewat er

Hol I ydal e and Ri o
failed systens
facilities to serve

these communities need to be constructed.

RECREATI ON

A nunber of unnet
1, Chapter I11.
current projects.
The recreation projects which are hot
but which need to be devel oped,

1. Acqui sition and construction of
| aunchi ng and | andi ng al ong the
Sonoma- Mendoci no County line to
County. Access sites are needed
with m ninum sanitation, toilet

recreati on needs were identified in Part
Some of these needs are being addressed with
These are described in Part 3,

Chapter 3.
currently being addressed,

are as follows:

public access for canoe
Russi an River fromthe
Heal dsburg in Sonoma

every six to nine mles
and parking facilities.

2. Devel opment of recreation sites at Comm nsky Station Road
sout h of Hopland and at Riverside Park (Gobbi Street) in
Uki ah, both in Mendoci no County.

3. Devel opnment of the full recreational potential of Lake

As noted in Part 1, Chapter 111, only 45% of the
half of the trail m|eage proposed in
Pl an has been devel oped.

Sonoma.
canpsites and about
t he Lake Sonoma Mast er

GRAVEL M NI NG

Hi storic gravel mning has contributed to the major river
bed degradation along certain reaches of the Russian River.
These geonorphol ogi c i npacts are described in Part 1, Chapter
V. As noted in Part 3, Chapter IV, Sonoma County in 1994
adopted a new Aggregate Resources Managenent Plan and is
currently inplementing it. One of the major objectives of
Sonoma County's programis to maintain a balance between
aggredati on and
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degradati on of the Russian River bed which reflects the natural
recharge of aggregate. A critical elenment of this programis
effective nonitoring.

No simlar programcurrently exists in Mendoci no County.
There is a need for the devel opnent of an aggregate resources
managenent plan and i npl enenting neasures for Mendoci no County,
i ncluding an effective nonitoring program

FI SHERY

As noted in Part 1, Chapter 5, a serious decline in the
popul ati on of sal nonids has occurred in the Russian River and
ot her west coast streans. While the causes of this decline are
many, conplex, and not conpletely understood, it is clear that
an effective restoration program nust address the three mgjor
di mensi ons of 1) hatcheries, 2) harvest, and 3) habitat. Wile
the first two of these dinensions fall al nost exclusively under
the jurisdiction of the federal and state governnment, | ocal
government can, and nust, play an inportant role with respect to
the third. In this regard there is a need for the foll ow ng:

1. Expansi on of the prograns of the resource conservation
districts and ot her agencies providing technical assistance
and incentives for private | andowners for watershed
managenent and restoration on their land in both Sonoma and
Mendoci no Counti es.

One of the sal nonid abundancy determ nants identified in
Part 1, Chapter V is inadequate water diversion screening. In
this regard there is a need for the follow ng:

2. I nstallation of fish screens neeting California Departnment
of Fish and Gane criteria on all water diversion intakes
al ong the Russian River and its tributaries where sal noni ds
are present.

BARRI ERS TO M GRATI ON

Anot her of the sal nonid abundancy determ nants identified
in Part 1, Chapter Vis barriers to mgration. A nunber of
barriers to mgration of salnonids were identified in Part 1,
Chapter VI. While it is not practical to renove or nitigate the
i npact of many of these barriers, the foll ow ng neasures are
clearly feasible and need to be taken:
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1. Conpl eti on of Heal dsburg Dam fi sh passage device CEQA
process currently being perfornmed by the California
Departnment of Fish and Game, and negoti ation of a contract
bet ween Sonoma County and the Sononma County Water Agency
providing for the construction of the fishway described in
Part 3, Chapter VI.

2. Installation of a fishway at the Del Ri o Whods Recreation
and Park District damin Sonoma County at the time the
Heal dsburg Dam fishway is install ed.

3. Installation of a fishway at the Wl ow County Water
District rubble damin Mendoci no County.

4. I nstallation of the Matanzas Creek fishway described in
Part 3, Chapter VI.

5. | npl emrentati on of the Russian River Estuary Managenent Pl an
described in Part 3, Chapter VI.

RI PARI AN HABI TAT

Anot her sal noni d abundancy determ nant, described in Part
1, Chapter VII, is riparian habitat. Wth regard to this
determ nant, the followi ng nmeasures need to be taken:

1. Expansi on of Russian River tributary riparian habitat
restoration prograns described in Part 3, Chapter V
currently being undertaken by the California Departnent of
Fish and Gane and the Sonoma County WAter Agency.

2. Devel opment of a conprehensive Russian River basin-w de
ri pari an zone vegetation protection and restoration program
in both Sonoma and Mendoci no Counties, financially supported
by the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open
Space District in Sononma County, and by the establishnent of
an agricultural preservation and open space district in
Mendoci no County.

FLOOD CONTROCL

As noted in Part 3, Chapter VIII, a nunber of unnet fl ood
control needs have been identified in the urbanized Mark West
Creek- Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed. |In Part 1, Chapter VIII

it is noted that no benefit assessnent zones have been
established in the Russian River watershed in Mendoci no County.
VWhile the only identified flood control need in this area is the
renmoval of auto bodies along the Russian River, a nunmber of

ot her unnet
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fl ood control needs undoubtedly exist in the urbanized portion

of this area. In this regard, the follow ng neasures need to be
t aken:
1. Securing of the reauthorization of benefit assessnments in

t he Zone 1A, Mark West Creek-Laguna de Santa Rosa fl ood
control zone described in Part 3, Chapter VIII.

Devel opnment of a programto secure the renoval of auto
bodi es and the restoration of the 3500 |inear feet of
Russi an Ri ver banks in Mendoci no County currently protected
fromerosion with auto bodi es.

Est abl i shnent of benefit assessnents to finance the renoval
of auto body bank protection and other unmet flood control
needs in the urbani zed portion of the Russian River
wat er shed i n Mendoci no County.
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