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1. Project Description

TABLE 1-1
EXISTING LAND USE/LANDCOVER IN THE SCOTT VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT SERVICE AREA

Proposed for
Area Groundwater Recharge
Existing Land Use/Landcover (acres) (Yes/No)
Alfalfa mixtures 2,929 Yes
Pasture mixed 406 Yes
Misc. grain & hay 437 Yes
Misc. grasses 25 Yes
Unclassified Fallow 121 Yes
Flowers, nursery and Christmas Tree farms 1 No
Bush Berries 1 No
Dry Beans 33 No
Pasture native 400 No
Total Potential Recharge Area (acres) 3,918 --

SOURCE: DWR, 2020.

1.3.2 Project Objectives
The objectives of the proposed project are to:

e Temporarily divert available water from the Scott River while meeting existing regulatory
requirements and agreements

o Utilize existing infrastructure and irrigated fields to enhance underground storage through
Flood-MAR during the non-irrigation season

e Conserve and restore aguatic habitat and ecosystems through enhanced instream flows during
the critical summer and early fall months

1.3.3 Project Operations

As stated above, the proposed project would not reguire construction of new infrastructure;
existing infrastructure would be used with operations (timing of diversions) modified to support
groundwater recharge when water is available. In general, modified operations would be similar
to existing conditions and consistent with the previously authorized temporary diversions
(discussed in more detail below). Any maintenance would occur as part of existing maintenance
programs. Diversions from the Scott River would occur during theirrigation season, as well as
the non-irrigation season when water is available. The following subsections describe the current
irrigation season diversions and temporary non-irrigation season diversions.

Diversions for Agricultural Uses

SVID’sdiversions are authorized pursuant to SWRCB's License No. 441, which authorizes
diversions up to 43 cfsfor agricultural purposes. Diversions are also governed by the Scott River
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1. Project Description

Decree. * Under existing conditions, surface water is diverted from the Scott River for irrigation
through the SVID service area during the typical irrigation season (April 1 through October
15Surface water may also be diverted for stockwater purposes, which can occur outside of the
irrigation season. Water isdiverted at SVID’s existing point of diversion (POD) located at
Young's Dam (RM 46.7) into the SVID ditch for irrigation of fields within the place of use(i.e.,
the Scott River between upstream RM 46.7 and downstream RM 21; SWRCB, 2023) (see Table
1-2). The POD structure is currently equipped with fish screening that meets CDFW
recommended design guidelines. Once diverted from the Scott River, water isthen conveyed via
gravity down the 13.2-mile ditch along the east side of Scott Valley to the existing irrigated fields
via“turnouts’ that deliver water through existing lateral ditches.

TABLE 1-2
POINTS OF DIVERSION: LOCATION, SOURCE, AND CAPACITY
Point of Diversion Source Latitude Longitude Place of Use
Young's Dam Scott River 41.438324 -122.845715 River Mile 46.7 and River Mile 21

SOURCE: SWRCB, 2023.

Diversions for Groundwater Recharge

The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water (high flows)
during the non-irrigation season (December 15th through March 31) through the extensive system
of existing ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure present in the SVID
service area. The temporary diversions would be conveyed through the same route as during the
irrigation season, only instead of being applied for irrigation, water would be applied to existing
irrigated fields proposed for groundwater recharge. The water would infiltrate into the groundwater
system for eventual fish and wildlife preservation and enhancement (SWRCB, 2023).

In recent years, temporary diversions have been authorized by the State Water Board through
issuance of a series of 180-day temporary water right permits for groundwater recharge (e.g.,
temporary permit numbers T033377, T033433; SWRCB, 2023; 2024). These temporary permits
are not water rights, but rather a conditional approval to divert and use available water that has
not been claimed by water right holders. Severd irrigated fieldsin the SVID service area have
been used for groundwater recharge under these temporary permits. The proposed project’s
temporary diversions would also occur during the non-irrigation season and would be consistent
in amount (volume and rate) with these previously authorized temporary diversions. However, the
proposed project entails afive-year temporary water rights permit for groundwater recharge that

All surface water rightsin the SVID service area are adjudicated under the Scott River Adjudication Decree,
decreed by the Superior Court of Siskiyou County in 1980. Ultimately the decree defines: 1) the amount of water
each user is entitled to divert from surface streams or to pump from the interconnected groundwater supplies near
theriver; 2) the area where such water may be used; 3) the priority of each water right as it relates to other water
rights on the same source; 4) the purpose for which the water is used (e.g., irrigation, municipal, domestic, stock
water); and 5) the diversion season.
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1. Project Description

serves as atemporary authorization for local agencies to divert water to underground storage.”
Therefore, the proposed project would be implemented for the permit term of five years, with

diversions occurring each year during the proposed diversion period (December 15th through

March 31) based on water availability (high flow events).

The proposed project would be junior to water rights set forth in the Scott River Adjudication
Decree and would be diverted outside of the large irrigator’ stypica diversion season. Water
diverted or rediverted from the POD under the proposed project would be delivered to fields that
currently include irrigation as part of ongoing agricultural practices, are used as grass pasture or
are fallowed. Much of the Scott River adjacent to the SVID ditch and fields proposed for
groundwater recharge are perched® and/or have alevee preventing tail water re-entry. Fields that
may have a potential for tail water return would not be flooded and therefore no tail water return
flow would be anticipated. Water diverted would not be applied to, annual grassland or natural
habitats.

Volume and Rate of Temporary Diversion

The maximum volume of water available for temporary diversions and the approximate rate of
diversion was determined on the basis of several considerations:

o Firdt, storage capacity of the Scott Valey aguifer was estimated for the existing irrigated
fields proposed for groundwater recharge as approximately 5,500 acre-feet (af)* (SCFCWCD
GSA, 2022).

e  Second, during the non-irrigation season, the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) has aright to
426 cubic feet per second cfs of the average daily flow or the calculated average flow during
the preceding 10 days as measured at the Fort Jones Gage (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS]
gage 11519500; see Figure 1) for fish and wildlife® with additional allocation for incremental
fish flows and for recreational, scenic, and aesthetic purposes in the Klamath National Forest.

Based on these considerations, the proposed project could divert up to 5,400 af per year, a a
maximum diversion rate of 30 cfs during the non-irrigation season (December 15th through
March 31). As mentioned, the maximum diversion rate is consistent with the previoudly authorized
temporary diversions. Actua diversionswould be based on conditionsin the Scott River measured
at the Fort Jones Gage. That is, diversonswould occur if average daily flows during the preceding
10 days are equal to or greater than 440 cfs’. If the average daily flow or the calculated average
flow during the preceding 10 daysis greater than 440 cfs, but less than 470cfs, the diversion rate
would be reduced such streamflow does not fall below 440 cfs. The diversion threshold may be

The SWRCB Division of Water Rights anticipates that agencies will use a 5-year temporary authorization as afirst
step in pursuing along term project and permanent authorization for diversion to augment local suppliesto help
achieve basin sustainability.

A perched river means that its river bed is higher than the ground elevation outside banks.

The storage capacity estimate assumes an average depth to groundwater of 25 feet, on 2,200 acres, and a specific
yield of 10 percent (SCFCWCD GSA, 2022).

These amounts are described as being “ ... necessary to provide minimum subsistence-level fishery conditions
including spawning, egg incubation, rearing, downstream migration, and summer survival of anadromous fish, and
can be experienced only in critically dry years without resulting in depletion of the fishery resource.”

A value of 440 cfsis based on being protective of an existing downstream USFS water right.
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1. Project Description

lowered from 440 to 362 cfs with written approval from the USFS. With such approval, diversion
could occur if average daily flows during the preceding 10 days are equal to or greater than

362 cfs. Similarly, if the average daily flow or the calcul ated average flow during the preceding
10 daysis greater than 362 cfs, but less than 392 cfs, the diversion rate would be reduced such
that streamflow does not fall below 362 cfs.

The SVID Recharge Project Manager would communicate with the ditch operator prior to
initiating diversions for groundwater recharge, which would only occur after diversion thresholds
are confirmed to have been met and after coordinating with the Biological Monitoring Staff. Flow
is measured above and below the point of diversion, and in the SVID ditch, as discussed under
Section 1.2 “Background” . Flow istracked in real-time through a website for flow stations on Scott
River and in the SVID ditch and through the webpage for USGS gage at Fort Jones’, which is also
continuous data. Flow conditions are confirmed daily, at minimum, and any required changesin
diversions are communicated to both the Biological Monitoring Staff and the ditch operator.

Thetiming and rate of diversions would be optimized in accordance with previous permit terms
and conditions using existing SVID stream gage instrumentation® that has been installed to
measure flow rates in the Scott River at the POD and in the SVID ditch immediately downstream
of the POD (see Figure 2-1).

Biological Monitoring

During implementation of the proposed project diversions for recharge, qualified biologists from
the Scott River Watershed Trust and/or Siskiyou Resource Conservation District would conduct
daily biological monitoring approximately 100 feet above and below Y oung’'s Dam and the SVID
POD to document spawning redds and monitor redd dewatering, fry emergence, stranding risk,
and changesin available habitat.

1.3.4 Recovery of Recharged Groundwater

As required by the temporary permits, an annual diversion summary report is submitted for each
year groundwater recharge occurs. This report details the benefits of recharge, including an
estimate of the volume of recharged water that contributes to instream flows in the Scott River.
This estimate is currently derived using estimates from the Scott Valley Integrated Hydrol ogical
Model (SVIHM). To improve the precision of these estimates for volume and timing of instream
flow benefits, efforts are underway to couple SVIHM and HEC-RAS.

Given the existing hydrogeol ogic conditionsin the area, recharged groundwater applied during
the winter or spring months would eventually return to the Scott River via groundwater seepage
between RM 46.7 and RM 21 for later instream fish and wildlife habitat enhancement. Seepage of
water from the SVID’ s unlined, earthen ditch that occurs during the irrigation season would be
anticipated to continue under the proposed project. The proposed project would not involve
extraction of recharged groundwater by overlying well owners for consumptive use. Therefore,

https://waterdata.usgs.gov/monitoring-locati on/11519500/#dataTypel d=continuous-00065-0& period=P7D

Existing SVID stream gages consist of a pressure transducer to measure stage. Discharge estimates are cal cul ated
from canonical stage-discharge relations devel oped for each site (SVID, 2023).
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1. Project Description

no change in irrigation, domestic, or stockwater pumping would occur under the proposed
project.

1.4 Responsible Agencies, Permits, and Approvals

Table 1-3 summarizes the permits and/or approvals that may be required before construction of
the proposed Project.

TABLE 1-3
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS, AND AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PROJECT FACILITIES
Jurisdiction Agency Type of Approval

Federal Agencies N/A
State Agencies North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Conditional waiver

Board

CDFW Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
Local Agencies N/A

NOTES: CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife; N/A = not applicable;

SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2024
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2. Environmental Checklist

2.2 Environmental Checklist
2.2.1 Aesthetics

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a)

b)

c)

d)

AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ]

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, ] ] ]
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the ] ] ]
existing visual character or quality of public views of

the site and its surroundings? (Public views are

those that are experienced from publicly accessible

vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,

would the project conflict with applicable zoning and

other regulations governing scenic quality?

Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] ] ]
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area?

Discussion

a)

b)

The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the
Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge through an
extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure
throughout the SVID service area. The proposed project islocated along the eastside of
Scott Valley, which includes a scenic vista that offers high quality visual and aesthetic
gualities to the community and visitors. Notably, Mount Shastais a prominent featurein
Siskiyou County with an elevation of 14,179 feet and can be seen from many lower
elevation areas such as Scott Valley. Additionally, the County’ s diverse terrain, including
forested mountainous areas and plains, offers a broad view of natural resources. The
proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure; existing
infrastructure would be used with operations modified to support groundwater recharge
when water is available. The proposed project would not result in any physical change to
the landscape and therefore would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
There would be no impact.

The proposed project islocated in close proximity to State Route 3. In addition, State
Route 96 is also close by. Although digible, State Route 3 and 96 are not officialy
designated as state scenic highways (California Department of Transportation 2024). The
proposed project areais near the site boundary of a historic era building. However,
because the proposed project would not require construction or a physical change to the
landscape, there would be no change in scenic resources compared to existing conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic
highway. There would be no impact.
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2. Environmental Checklist

c)

d)

The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the
Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge through an
extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure
throughout the SVID service area. The proposed project would not require construction
of new infrastructure or physical changes to the landscape compared to existing
conditions. The proposed project would be consistent with the surrounding agricultura
land use and would not ater the visual character of the area. Therefore, the proposed
project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings. There would be no impact.

As discussed, the proposed project does not involve construction or physical changesto
the landscape compared to existing conditions. Temporary diversions of high flows
through the SVID ditch could introduce a new source of glare during the non-irrigation
season. However, these diversions would be temporary and consistent with previously
authorized temporary diversions. Therefore, the proposed project would not be
anticipated to adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area and the impact
would be lessthan significant.

References

California Department of Transportation. 2024. California State Scenic Highway Map. Available

online: https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=
465dfd3d807c46¢c8e8057116f Llaacaa. Accessed July 26, 2024.
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c,d) TheSVID ditch primarily flows through agricultural and grazing land with Ponderosa
pine (Pinus ponderosa) forest to the east. As discussed, the proposed project does not
involve construction or physical changesto the landscape that would result in a direct
conversion or rezoning of forest land. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forest land to non-forest use, or result in the
loss of forest land. There would be no impact.

e) As stated above, the proposed project would not require construction of new
infrastructure, and thus there would be no physical changes to the landscape. Therefore,
the proposed project would not involve changes in the existing environment that would
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use. There would be no impact.

References

Bureau of Land Management. 2024. California Williamson Act Enrollment Act. Available online:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/WilliamsonAct/App/index.html. Accessed July 26,
2024.

California Department of Conservation. 2022. California lmportant Farmland Finder. Available
online: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed July 26, 2024.
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2. Environmental Checklist

2.2.3 Air Quality

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a)

b)

c)

d)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] ] ]
applicable air quality plan?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] ] ]
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state

ambient air quality standard?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ] ]
concentrations?

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to ] ] ]
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

AIR QUALITY —
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

X

X

X

X

Discussion

a)

Siskiyou County lies within the Northeast Plateau Air Basin, which extends from the
Nevada border in the east to the Siskiyou Mountains in the west, south to Lassen County.
It includes al of Lassen, Modoc, and Siskiyou Counties, encompassing an area of 14,920
square miles (Siskiyou County 2024). Air quality standards and regulations within
Siskiyou County (where the proposed project is located) are administered by the Siskiyou
County Air Pollution Control District (SCAPCD), adivision of Siskiyou County’s
Agriculture, Anima Control, and Weights and Measures Department. The SCAPCD is
responsible for the preparation of plans for the attainment and maintenance of Ambient
Air Quality Standards, adoption and enforcement of rules and regulations for sources of
air pollution, and issuance of permits for stationary sources of air pollution. The
SCAPCD also inspects stationary sources of air pollution, regulates agricultural burning,
respondsto citizen complaints, monitors ambient air quality and meteorological
conditions, and implements programs and regulations required by federal and state air
guality regulations. SCAPCD does not currently have an air quality plan but does conduct
air and smoke monitoring.

The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the
Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge through an
extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure
throughout the SVID service area. The proposed project would not require construction
of new infrastructure; existing infrastructure would be used with operations (diversions)
modified to support groundwater recharge when water is available. Modified operations
would be the same as existing conditions and therefore would not result in changesto air
guality. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plans. There would be no impact.
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b) Currently, Siskiyou County isin attainment for State air quality standards, including
ozone, PM2.5, and PM 10 (Siskiyou County 2024). As discussed above, the proposed
project would not require construction or result in physical changes to the landscape.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region isin non-attainment for under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. There would be no impact.

c,d) Asdiscussed, the proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure;
exigting infrastructure would be used with operations (diversions) modified to support
groundwater recharge when water is available. Modified operations would be the same as
exigting conditions and therefore would not result in changes in pollutant concentrations
or other emissions. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose any sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in other emissions such as odors
adversdly affecting a substantial number of people. There would be no impact.

References

Siskiyou County. 2024. Siskiyou County General Plan Update Background Report. Available
online: https://si skiyou2050.com/images/docs/SKY GP_BR_FULL_2024-05-07-RL-
Reduced.pdf. Accessed July 26, 2024.
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2. Environmental Checklist

2.2.4 Biological Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] U] ]
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] U] ]
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or ] ] ]
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any ] ] ]
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] U] ]
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat ] U] ]
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

a) Asdetailed in Appendix A, Biological Ste Assessment, special-status plant, reptile, bird
and fish species have the potential to occur in the study area. Special-status plants are not
associated with croplands or pasture where water would be spread for groundwater
recharge, or with heavily disturbed areas that may be incidentally affected. The proposed
project does not involve construction of new infrastructure, and therefore no vegetation
clearance or soil disturbance would occur. The proposed project involves atemporary
diversion of high flows from the Scott River during the non-irrigation season for
groundwater recharge. Given the existing hydrogeol ogic conditions in the area, recharged
groundwater applied during the winter or spring months would eventually return to the
Scott River via groundwater seepage between RM 46.7 and RM 21 for later instream fish
and wildlife habitat enhancement. Fish screening at diversion points would minimize
potential adverse impacts on fish and wildlife population Therefore, impacts of the
proposed project on special status species would be less than significant.

b),c) Asdetailedin Appendix A, Biological Ste Assessment, sensitive natural communities
and wetlands occur in the study area. Sensitive natural communities in the study area
include the SVID ditch, Scott River, and wetlands, ponds, and riverine habitat within the
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d)

f)

SVID service area. Wetlands are protected by state and federal agencies. The proposed
project would divert high flows from the SVID ditch into agricultural fields. While
wetlands, ponds, and riverine habitats occur on the same parcels where water would be
diverted, this additional water would be directed to the agricultural portions of these
fields. Temporarily diverted water would not be expected to flood natural habitats, but
rather isintended to infiltrate into the groundwater system during high flow events. Given
the existing hydrogeologic conditionsin the area, recharged groundwater applied during
the winter or spring months would eventually return to the Scott River via groundwater
seepage between RM 46.7 and RM 21 for later instream fish and wildlife habitat
enhancement. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect
on sensitive natural communities and wetlands. There would be no impact.

The SVID ditch within the proposed project area does not support native fish popul ations.
Common raptor and migratory bird species may nest in trees, shrubs, on the ground, or on
structures on or adjacent to the proposed project area. Activities that occur outside of
existing roads could result in direct mortality to nesting migratory birds or birds of prey
should they be present on or adjacent to the project site at the time of project
implementation through removal of, damage to, or abandonment of eggs or young. The
proposed project does not involve construction of new infrastructure or modification of
exigting infrastructure. Modified operations to facilitate the temporary diversions during
the non-irrigation season would occur within SVID’s existing POU. Accordingly, the
proposed project would not result in land use changes that could affect the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Trees and shrubs are scattered along the SVID ditch and Scott River within the proposed
project area. However, no tree or shrub removal would occur as part of the proposed
project. Therefore, there would be no impact.

No adopted habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other
local conservation plans cover the proposed project area. As mentioned, recharged
groundwater applied during the winter or spring months would eventually return to the
Scott River for later instream fish and wildlife habitat enhancement. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. There would be no impact.

References
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2.2.5 Cultural Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ] U] ]
of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ] ] ]
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] ] ]

outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Discussion

a), b) Assummarizedin Appendix B, Cultural Resources Assessment, cultural resources exist
within the proposed project area. Two previoudy recorded cultural resources (P-47-005290,
-005291) and one possible ethnographic village location (S1-1-85) are mapped within the
proposed project area. These resources consist of one historic-era architectural resource
(P-47-005290), one isolated historic-era archaeological resource (P-47-005290), and the
possible location of an ethnographic (indigenous) village (S1-1-85). None of these resources
appear to have been previoudy evauated for igibility for listing in the California Register
of Historical Resources (California Register). The SVID ditchis of historic-eraage, in
the proposed project area, and has not been evaluated for California Register-eligibility.

Though P-47-005290 and -005291 are mapped within the proposed project area, it does
not appear that any component of these resourcesis actually within the proposed project
area and neither of these resourcesis within or adjacent to the SVID ditch or POD;
therefore, these resources are not considered within the proposed project area.

No Native American Tribes culturaly affiliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1.

Even if portions of P-47-005290 and -005291, in addition to S1-1-85 and the SVID ditch,
are within the proposed project area and were al California Register-eligible, the project
does not propose any activities that would result in direct alterations to these resources, as
the existing diversion and water conveyance facilities would not be altered and would
continue to generally operate as they currently do. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would result in no impact on historical resources or archaeol ogical
resources pursuant to § 15064.5.

C) The proposed project does not involve construction of new infrastructure, and therefore
no ground-disturbing activities would occur. Temporary diversions would occur at the
same volume and rate as currently. The shift in timing would not be anticipated to expose
or disturb human remains as compared to existing conditions. Therefore, implementation
of the proposed project would not be anticipated to disturb human remains and there
would be no impact.
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2.2.6 Energy
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
VI. ENERGY — Would the project:
a) Resultin potentially significant environmental impact ] U] ]
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b)  Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for ] ] ]
renewable energy or energy efficiency?
Discussion
a) The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the

Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge through an
extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure
throughout the SVID service area. The proposed project would not require construction
of new infrastructure and modified operations (to facilitate non-irrigation season
diversion) would be similar to existing conditions. No new sources of energy or
additional energy consumption would be required for the proposed project. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in potentially significant environmental impacts due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. There would be
no impact.

b) There are several state and local plans related to renewable energy and energy efficiency.
Senate 100 was signed in 2018 to reach 100 percent carbon-free electricity by 2045.
Senate Bill 350 increases the state' s Renewables Portfolio Standard to 50 percent by
2030 and doubles State energy efficiency standards. The Siskiyou County Energy
Element of the General Plan has been in effect since 1993 and addresses the county’s
overal energy use, aswell asits energy use by sector (Siskiyou County 2024). Siskiyou
County isin the process of developing a Climate Resiliency Plan by 2025 that would
include local laws and regulations for renewable energy and energy efficiency (Siskiyou
Economic Development 2024). As mentioned above, the proposed project would not
introduce new sources of energy consumption compared to existing conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency. There would be no impact.
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b)

c,d)

f)

irrigated fields along the east side of Scott Valley. The proposed project areais|ocated
approximately 27 miles east of the Yellow Butte fault 45 miles east of the Cedar
Mountain fault system and undifferentiated Quaternary, 60 miles east of the Surpur Creek
fault, and 60 miles east of the Grogan fault (Siskiyou County 2024). The proposed project
areaisnot located in an Alquist Priolo Earthquake Zone (California Geological Survey
2021). Thereisno historic evidence of landslidesin the proposed project area (United
States Geological Survey 2024). The proposed project is not located near an earthquake
fault, nor isthe proposed project in an Alquist Priolo Earthquake zone. Additionally, the
proposed project is not located in an area at risk for landslides or liquefaction. Therefore,
the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic hazards such as the
rupture of aknown earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related
ground failure, or landslides. There would be no impact.

The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of up to 30 cfs of available surface
water from the Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge
Temporary diversions of up to 30 cfs were previously authorized by the SWRCB through
issuance of a series of 180-day temporary permits for groundwater recharge. Severa
irrigated fields in the SVID service area have aready been used for groundwater recharge
under these temporary permits. Therefore, conditions under the proposed project are
consistent with existing conditions. Additionally, the proposed project would not require
construction of new infrastructure; an extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and
general water conveyance infrastructure throughout the SVID service area. Therefore,
temporary diversions under the proposed project would not result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the impact
would be less than significant.

Expansive soils and risk of liquefaction are present in the proposed project area.
However, as described above, the proposed project would not require construction of new
infrastructure or physical changes to the landscape compared to existing conditions.
Exigting infrastructure would be used with operations (i.e., timing of diversions) modified
to support groundwater recharge when water is available. Therefore, there would be no
impact relating to unstable soil or geologic units or expansive soils.

The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure, including
commercia or residential developments that would require the construction of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Paleontol ogical resources, or fossils, are the evidence of once-living organisms preserved
in the rock record. They include both the fossilized remains of ancient plants and animals
and the traces thereof (e.g., trackways, imprints, burrows, etc.). Fossils are considered to
be greater than 5,000 years old (i.e., older than middlie Holocene in age) and are typically
preserved in sedimentary rocks. Although rare, fossils can also be preserved in volcanic
rocks and low-grade metamorphic rocks under certain conditions. Intrusiveigneous (i.e.,
plutonic) rocks, high-grade metasedimentary, and metavol canic rocks, due to the high
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temperatures and/or pressures required for their formation, are incapable of preserving
paleontological resources.

Numerous sedimentary, low-grade metasedimentary, and ash bed geologic units, are
found within Siskiyou County, al of which are capable of preserving paleontologica
resources (Siskiyou County 2024). However, the proposed project would not require
construction of new infrastructure. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unigue geologic feature.
There would be no impact.
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2.2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or ] ] ]

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation ] U] ]
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of

greenhouse gases?

Discussion

a, b) Stationary sources, area-wide sources, and maobile sources are the main greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions sources within Siskiyou County. Stationary sources include fuel
combustion, waste disposal, cleaning and surface coating, petroleum production, and
industrial processes, which leads to the emission of CO2, CH4, and N20. Area-wide
sources include solvent evaporation from activities like pesticide and fertilizer
application, asphat paving, and refrigerants. Additional area-wide sources include
residential fuel combustion, farming operations, construction and demolition, paved road
dust, fires, waste burning and disposal, and wind-blown dust. Mobile sources of GHG
pollution include on-road vehicles and off-road vehicles throughout the county. The
largest contributing sourcesto GHG emissions throughout the county are transportation-
related emissions and wildfire smoke.

The Siskiyou County Regional Transportation Plan, Community Devel opment
Department, and existing General Plan include language that supports reductionsin GHG
emissions. Such language includes reducing vehicle miles traveled throughout the county,
switching to certified wood stoves, and encouraging alternative forms of transportation.
Additional GHG reduction measures will be considered and incorporated through the
Siskiyou County 2050 Genera Plan Update (Siskiyou County 2024).

The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the
Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge through an
extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure
throughout the SVID service area. The proposed project would not require construction
of new infrastructure or physical changes to the landscape. Therefore, the proposed
project would not generate GHG emissions, or conflict with the applicable plan, policy
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases. There would be no impact.
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2.2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] ]
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] ]
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] ] ]
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] U] ]
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a resullt,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] ]
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?
f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with ] ] ]
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, ] ] ]
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires?

Discussion

a, b) Hazardous materias are routinely used, stored, and transported by businesses (including
industrial and commercial/retail businesses), public and private institutions (such as
educational facilities and hospitals), and households. The proposed project involves a
temporary diversion of available surface water from the Scott River during the non-
irrigation season for groundwater recharge. The proposed project would not require
construction of new infrastructure; existing infrastructure would be used with operations
modified to support groundwater recharge when water is available. Modified operations
would be similar to existing conditions and would not involve the use of hazardous
materials. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposa of hazardous
materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions. There would
be no impact.

C) Fort Jones Union Elementary School islocated within 0.25 mile of the proposed project
area. However, as discussed, the proposed project does not involve the use of hazardous
materials that could potentially emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
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d)

f)

Q)

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of the school.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

The proposed project is not located at or near a hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and would therefore not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment (State Water Resources Control Board
2024). There would be no impact.

The proposed project islocated approximately 0.75 mile from the Scott Valley Airport.
As mentioned, the proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure
or result in physical changes in the landscape compared to existing conditions. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the proposed project area. There would be no impact.

The Siskiyou County Office of Emergency Services maintains the Emergency
Preparedness Guide and Evacuation Processes. This includes Evacuation Warnings,
Evacuation Orders, Shelter-in-Place Orders, and Emergency Notification Systems.
Siskiyou County does not have an Emergency Operations Plan. However, the proposed
project would not require the congtruction of any physical features that would interfere
with any emergency operations or evacuation routes. There would be no impact.

The proposed project islocated in an area designated by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) as avery high fire hazard severity zonein a
state responsibility area (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2023).
However, the proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure or
physical changes to the landscape. M odified operations would be similar to existing
conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to asignificant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires. There would be no impact.
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2.2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste ] ] ]
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or ] ] ]
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
i)  resultin substantial erosion or siltation on- or off- ] U] ]
site;
ii)  substantially increase the rate or amount of ] ] ]
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite;
iii) create or contribute runoff water which would ] ] ]
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
or
iv) impede or redirect flood flows? ] ] ]
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release ] ] ]
of pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water ] U] ]
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?
Discussion
a) The proposed project islocated in the North Coast Region, which is under the water
quality jurisdiction of the North Coast Regiona Water Quality Control Board (North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 2018). The proposed project involves a
temporary diversion of available surface water during the non-irrigation season through
the extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance
infrastructure present in the SVID service area. The temporary diversions would be
conveyed the same route as during the irrigation season, only instead of being applied for
irrigation, water would be applied to existing irrigated fields proposed for groundwater
recharge viainfiltration for fish and wildlife preservation and enhancement. Temporary
diversions of up to 30 cfs under the proposed project were previoudy authorized by the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) through issuance of a series of 180-day
temporary permitsfor groundwater recharge; several irrigated fieldsin the SVID service
area have been used for groundwater recharge under these temporary permits. Therefore,
temporary diversions under the proposed project would be consistent with existing
conditions. Additionally, given that the proposed project would only divert during high
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flow periods during the non-irrigation seasons, there would be likely be an excess of
water and thus the rate of flow would have minimal effects on channel cleaning or
channel scour, which could impact surface water quality. As outlined in the Scott Valley
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Siskiyou County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District 2022), groundwater in agricultural fields have alow risk for
fertilizer-associated nitrate leaching, indicating that groundwater recharge under the
proposed project would not violate groundwater quality. In addition, the lead agency will
apply for a conditional waiver, as required by the NCRWQCB, asaterm in the diversion
permit. Therefore, the proposed project would not violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water
guality compared to existing conditions. There would be no impact.

b) The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the
Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge. The proposed
project would not require construction of new infrastructure (i.e., no groundwater needed
for construction). Given the existing hydrogeol ogic conditions in the area, recharged
groundwater applied during the winter or spring months would eventually return to the
Scott River via groundwater seepage between RM 46.7 and RM 21 for later instream fish
and wildlife habitat enhancement. Seepage of water from the SVID’ s unlined, earthen
ditch that occurs during the irrigation season would be anticipated to continue under the
proposed project. The proposed project would not involve extraction of recharged
groundwater by overlying well owners for consumptive use. Therefore, no changein
irrigation, domestic, or stockwater pumping would occur under the proposed project. The
proposed project has the potential to benefit the groundwater system through underground
storage and advance the basin towards sustainable groundwater management. Therefore,
the proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that it would impede sustai nable groundwater
management in the basin. There would be no impact.

c.i-iv) Asdescribed, the proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure,
and thus would not introduce temporary ground-disturbing activities or construction-
related pollutants. The extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and genera water
conveyance infrastructure throughout the SVID service areawould be used with
operations (timing of diversions) modified to support groundwater recharge when water
isavailable. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantialy alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area as there would be no alteration to the course of a
stream or river, or addition of impervious surfaces in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite, create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
or impede or redirect flood flows. There would be no impact.

d) As described, the proposed project would not reguire construction of new infrastructure;
exigting infrastructure would be used with operations modified to support groundwater
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recharge when water is available. Modified operations would be similar to existing
conditions and not introduce pollutants. Therefore, the proposed project would not risk
release of pollutants due to inundation. There would be no impact.

e As stated previously, the proposed project would not violate surface or groundwater
quality or substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that it would impede sustainable groundwater management in
the basin. In addition, the lead agency will apply for a conditional waiver, as required by
the NCRWQCB, asaterm in the diversion permit. Therefore, the proposed project would
not with or obstruct implementation of awater quality control plan (i.e., the Water
Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region) or sustainable groundwater
management plan (i.e., the Scott Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan). There would
be no impact.
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2.2.11 Land Use and Planning

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Xl. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] U] ]
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a ] U] ]

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Discussion

a) The proposed project islocated in Scott Valley, arura community known for its farming
and agricultural activities and characterized by its open landscapes, agricultura fields,
and small towns. The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available
surface water from the Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater
recharge. Water would be conveyed through an extensive system of existing ditches,
pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure throughout the SVID service area.
The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure or change in
land use compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed would not physically
divide an established community. There would be no impact.

b) The proposed project supports the Siskiyou County General Plan (Siskiyou County 2024)
goals of protecting agricultural lands and natural resources by enhancing groundwater
recharge and supporting instream fish and wildlife habitats. Given the existing
hydrogeologic conditions in the area, recharged groundwater applied during the winter or
spring months would eventually return to the Scott River via groundwater seepage for
later instream fish and wildlife habitat enhancement. Furthermore, the proposed project
adheresto the terms of the Scott Valley Adjudication Decree by ensuring that diversions
are junior to existing water rights and occur only during the designated non-irrigation
season. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with relevant plans, policy and
regul ations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an environmental effect.
There would be no impact.
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2.2.12 Mineral Resources

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral ] U] ]
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important ] U] ]
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Discussion

a,b)  Many minera resources have been found in Siskiyou County, including gold, platinum,
silver, lead, chrome, copper, and coal (Siskiyou County 2024). Minerals pertinent to
regulation in Siskiyou County are extractable minerals with commercial value. Currently,
mineral resource datafor Siskiyou County is limited and the California Department of
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology has not produced maps of Mineral
Resource Zones for the area. As such, location and inventory of mineral resources cannot
be defined nor identified; however, occurrences of mineral resources and producers are
likely present in the vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed project would not
require construction of new infrastructure and would not involve any ground-disturbing
activities or associated development that could result in the loss of a known or locally
important mineral resource. Given that the proposed project would not result in any land
use changes or involve any ground disturbance, there would be no effect on locally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on alocal genera plan, specific plan,
or other land use plan. There would be no impact.
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2.2.13 Noise
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Xlll.  NOISE — Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent ] U] ]
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ] ] ]
groundborne noise levels?
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private ] ] ]

airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

a,b)  The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the
Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge. The proposed
project would not require construction of new infrastructure and would not involve
ground-disturbing activities or associated noise- or vibration-generating activities.
Existing infrastructure would be used with operations modified to support groundwater
recharge when water is available. Modified operations would be similar to existing
conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels or generate excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels. There would be no impact.

C) As mentioned, the proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure
or result in physical changes in the landscape compared to existing conditions. The
proposed project would therefore not involve any development that would expose
additional peopleresiding in the vicinity of aprivate airstrip or an airport land use plan or
within two miles of apublic airport or public use airport to excessive noise levels. There

would be no impact.
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2.2.14 Population and Housing

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an ] U] ]
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or ] ] ]

housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion

a,b)  The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of available surface water from the
Scott River during the non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge. The proposed
project would not require construction of new infrastructure and would not require
additional workers. Existing infrastructure would be used with operations modified to
support groundwater recharge when water is available and existing workers would be
responsible for operation of the proposed project. The proposed project would not
involve extraction of recharged groundwater by overlying well owners for consumptive
use that would support population growth. The proposed project would not include new
homes and would not displace any housing or people. Therefore, the proposed project
would not induce substantial unplanned population growth or displace substantial
numbers of existing people or housing. There would be no impact.
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2.2.15 Public Services

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES —

a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the following public
services:

i)

ii)
iii)
iv)

v)

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

ogoogn
Oododgn
ogoogn
XX XX X

Other public facilities?

Discussion

ai-v)

Public services exist throughout the vicinity of proposed project. The Sherriff's
Department is located approximately 13 miles from the proposed project area. The
California Highway Patrol provides consistent traffic law enforcement throughout the
state to ensure the safe, convenient, and efficient transportation of people and goods
along state highways. The proposed project areais served by the Fort Jones V olunteer
Fire Digtrict. Fort Jones Union Elementary School is located within 0.25 mile of the
proposed project area. There are no public parkslocated in the proposed project area;
however, the proposed project area lies adjacent to land owned by the Bureau of Land
Management. The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure;
exigting infrastructure would be used with operations modified to support groundwater
recharge when water is available. Modified operations would be similar to existing
conditions. The proposed project would not result in any physical changesto the
landscape or changes to existing land uses that would cause new residential development
or new housing that would change the demand for fire protection, police protection,
schools, parks or other public facilitiesin the proposed project area. The proposed project
would therefore not change the ahility of public services to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for these public services. There
would be no impact.
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2.2.16 Recreation

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XVI. RECREATION —
a) Would the project increase the use of existing ] U] U]
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or ] ] ]

require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Discussion

a, b)  The proposed project coincides with the approximately 5,450 acre SVID service area,
including the Scott River; the extensive system of existing ditches, pumps, and general
water conveyance infrastructure; and the existing irrigated fields along the east side of
Scott Valley. There are no regional parks or recreational facilitiesin the proposed project
area. The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure or
physical changesin the landscape; existing infrastructure would be used with operations
modified to support groundwater recharge when water is available. Modified operations
would be similar to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not
directly or indirectly increase the use of existing regional parks or other recreational
facilities, including national parks and government owned lands, in such away that
would physically deteriorate such resources, or require the construction or expansion of

recreational facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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2.2.17 Transportation

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XVII. TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy ] U] ]
addressing the circulation system, including transit,

roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA ] ] ]
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

X

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric ] ] ]
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

d) Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] ] ]

X

Discussion

a) As of 2021, Siskiyou County contains approximately 2,918 miles of maintained public
roads, with the majority maintained by Siskiyou County and federal agencies (49.4 and
32.6 percent, respectively) (Siskiyou County 2024). The Siskiyou County Local
Transportation Commission is the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency
for the County and is responsible for the Regiona Transportation Plan, which focuses on
developing coordinated and balanced multi-modal transportation (Siskiyou County
2024). The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure or
physical changes to the landscape. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
any new devel opment that would conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. There would be no impact.

b) In accordance with Senate Bill 743, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) was adopted in
December 2018 by the California Natural Resources Agency. These revisionsto the
CEQA Guidelines criteriafor determining the significance of transportation impacts are
primarily focused on projects within transit priority areas and shifts the focus from driver
delay to areduction of GHG emissions, creation of multimodal networks, and promotion
of amix of land uses. Vehicle milestraveled, or VMT, is ameasure of the total number
of miles driven to or from adevelopment and is sometimes expressed as an average per
trip or per person. The majority of the daily VMT’sin Siskiyou County occur on rural
roads maintained by the County. Siskiyou County does not have any applicable VMT
thresholds at this time (Siskiyou County 2024). As mentioned, the proposed project
would not require construction of new infrastructure; existing infrastructure would be
used with operations modified to support groundwater recharge when water is available.
Modified operations would be the same as existing conditions and would therefore not
result in anincreasein VMTSs. Any maintenance would occur as part of existing
mai ntenance programs. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). There would be
no impact.
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C) As discussed above, the proposed project would not reguire construction of new
infrastructure or physical changes to the landscape. Therefore, the proposed project
would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or
incompatible uses. There would be no impact.

d) The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure and modified
operations would similar to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would
not change existing emergency access routes in Siskiyou County or result in inadequate
emergency access. Therefore, the proposed project interfere with existing emergency
access and there would be no impact.

References
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2.2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Less Than
Potentially Significant with
Significant Mitigation
Impact Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES —

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that
is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources. Code Section 5020.1(k), or

i) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

Discussion

[ 0

a) No California Native American Tribes (Tribes) have formally requested to be notified of
SVID projects, pursuant to California Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21080.3
(Assembly Bill 52); therefore, no Tribal consultation pursuant to PRC § 21080.3 was

required for the proposed project.

No triba cultura resources, as defined in PRC 8 21074, have been identified in the
proposed project area through archival research or outreach to Tribes. Therefore, the
proposed project would result in no impact on tribal cultural resources.

References

No references cited.

Scott Valley Groundwater Recharge Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

46

ESA/D201901028.03
July 2025
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2.2.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —
Would the project:
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of ] ] ]
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the ] ] ]
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?
c) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment ] ] ]
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local ] ] ]
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?
e) Comply with federal, state, and local management ] ] ]
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion

a) The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure or physical
changes to the landscape compared to existing conditions, but rather would convey
temporary diversions during the non-irrigation seasons through an extensive system of
exigting ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure throughout the
SVID service area. The proposed project would therefore not require or result in the
relocation or construction of any new utility and service system facilities such as water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natura gas, or
telecommunications facilities. There would be no impact.

b) The proposed project involves atemporary diversion of up to 30 cfs of available surface
water during the non-irrigation season. Therefore, the proposed project could only be
served when sufficient or “excess’ water supplies exist and would not compete with other
water usesin the area. Given the nature of the proposed project, it is anticipated to occur
during “above normal” or flood years when water is available. There would be
no impact.

C) The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure. Current
operations do not generate wastewater, and thus modified operations under the proposed
project would not generate wastewater that would require treatment. There would be
no impact.
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d,e) The proposed project would not require construction of new infrastructure. Current
operations do not generate waste, and thus modified operations under the proposed
project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of
the capacity of local infrastructure. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with
all federd, state, and loca management and reduction statutes and requirements related to
solid waste. There would be no impact.
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2.2.20 Wildfire
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XX. WILDFIRE — If located in or near state responsibility
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ] ] ]
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, ] ] ]
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated ] ] ]
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, ] ] ]
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?
Discussion
ad) TheFire Safe Council of Siskiyou County is acoalition of public and private sector
organizations, including the California Department of Forestry, CAL FIRE, the US Forest
Service, the Bureau of Land Management, local governments, Resource Conservation
Disgtricts, and the public, al of whom share a common interest in wildfire prevention and
loss mitigation. The CAL FIRE Siskiyou Unit encompasses 1.4 million acres of
ecologically diverse State Responsibility Areawildlands. The Siskiyou County Office of
Emergency Services maintains the Emergency Preparedness Guide and Evacuation
Processes. Thisincludes Evacuation Warnings, Evacuation Orders, Shelter-in-Place Orders,
and Emergency Notification Systems. Siskiyou County does not have an Emergency
Operations Plan (Siskiyou County 2024).
The proposed project islocated in an area designated by CAL FIRE asavery high fire
hazard severity zone in a state responsibility area (Caifornia Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection 2023). The proposed project would not require construction of new
infrastructure or physical changes to the landscape compared to existing conditions. The
proposed project would not alter existing drainage as the existing infrastructure would be
used to convey temporary diversions. Therefore, the proposed project would not require
the construction of any physical features that would interfere with any emergency
operations or obstruct evacuation routes, or require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. Additionally, the proposed project
would not expose people or structures directly to asignificant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires. There would be no impact.
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2. Environmental Checklist

2.2.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Less Than

XXI.

a)

b)

<)

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —

Does the project have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Discussion

a) Aspresentedin Appendix A, Biological

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
] (] [

Ste Assessment, special-status plant, reptile,

bird and fish species; sensitive natura communities; and wetlands have the potential to
occur in the study area. Asdiscussed in Biological Resources, the proposed project does
not involve construction of new infrastructure, and therefore no vegetation clearance or
soil disturbance would occur. Given the existing hydrogeol ogic conditions in the area, the
temporarily diverted water would eventually return to the Scott River via groundwater
seepage between RM 46.7 and RM 21 for later instream fish and wildlife habitat
enhancement. Fish screening at diversion points would minimize potential adverse
impacts on fish and wildlife population. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not
modify habitats and have no direct substantial or adverse effects on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status speciesin local or regiona plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFW or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Given that the proposed
Project would not have any physical components, it would not adversely affect any
sensitive habitats, including riparian habitat or state or federally protected wetlands.
Additionally, the proposed project would not result in land use changes that could affect
the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. As discussed in Cultural Resources, the
proposed project would not require any new devel opment and would therefore not have
the potential to eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory. The proposed project would therefore not have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment or other biological resources. Impacts would be

lessthan impact.
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b) The proposed project involves the temporary diversion of available water from the Scott
River during non-irrigation season for groundwater recharge. The proposed project does
not involve construction of new infrastructure; existing infrastructure would be used with
operations modified when water is available. Modified operations would be similar to
exigting conditions and consistent with the previoudy authorized temporary diversionsin
terms of timing (non-irrigation season) and amount (volume and rate). As discussed
throughout thisinitial study, the proposed project is not associated with new devel opment
or land use changes and therefore would not have any direct impacts. Therefore, there
would not be any cumulative impacts. There would be no impact.

C) As analyzed throughout thisinitial study, the proposed project would not result in
significant environmental effects. The proposed project would not require construction of
infrastructure; existing infrastructure would be used with operations modified to support
atemporary diversion of high flows during the non-irrigation season for groundwater
recharge. As discussed in Geology and Soils, the proposed project would not directly or
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving seismic hazards such as the rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong
seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landdides. As discussed in
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would not involve the use of
hazardous materials, and thus would not potentially emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school. The proposed project would not have any physical
components or development, nor is the proposed project located at or near a hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.
As discussed in Public Services, the proposed project would not result in any physica
changes to the landscape or changes to existing land uses that would cause new
residential development or new housing that would change the demand for fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks or other public facilities in the proposed
project area. The proposed project would therefore not change the ability of public
services to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for these public services. As discussed in Wildfire, the proposed project would
not require the construction of any physical features that would interfere with any
emergency operations or obstruct evacuation routes or require the installation or
mai ntenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. Additionally, the
proposed project would not expose people or structures directly to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Therefore, the proposed project would not
have any direct or indirect impacts that could cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings. There would be no impact.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Background and Purpose

The Flood Managed Aquifer Recharge (Flood-MAR) Technical and Regulatory Assistance
Program (Program) is a resource management support program from the California Department
of Water Resources (DWR) in partnership with state, federal, tribal, and local entities; academia;
and landowners. Flood-MAR uses floodwaters stemming from, or in anticipation of, rainfall or
snowmelt runoff events for groundwater recharge on agricultural lands, working landscapes, and
managed natural lands, including refuges, floodplains, and flood bypasses (DWR 2023). Flood-
MAR is designed with amulti-beneficial approach in mind including but not limited to increasing
water supply reliability, reducing flood risk, drought preparedness, aquifer replenishment,
ecosystem enhancement, minimizing subsidence, and other potentia benefits (DWR 2023). The
Program supports regional and loca entitiesin their implementation of pilot Flood-MAR projects
by providing in-kind technical and regulatory support via engineering and environmenta support
services. Environmental Science Associates (ESA) under contract to DWR is providing some of
the Program’ s support services and was requested by DWR to complete this site assessment.

The Scott Valey Groundwater Recharge Project (Project) developed by the Scott Valley
Irrigation District (SVID) isaFlood-MAR pilot project that would divert surface water from
Scott River during high flow events for underground storage.

The purpose of this site assessment is to identify the project’s potentia impacts to biological a
resources and as applicable provide recommendations for avoiding and minimizing those
potential impacts.

1.2 Project Description

In coordination with the DWR, SVID has developed the Project which involves temporary
diversion of available water from the Scott River during the annua non-irrigation season (e.g.,
December 1 through March 31) to groundwater recharge (underground storage). Recharge water
is not intended for consumptive use and will be allowed to return to the Scott River by seepage
viagroundwater for later instream fish and wildlife preservation and enhancement use. The term
of the Project would be for five years, with diversions occurring each year during the proposed
diversion period (December 1 through March 31) based on water availability. Specificaly, the
Project would entail the diversion of a maximum of 30 cubic feet per second (cfs) of water from
the Scott River at the existing SVID Young's Dam at RM 46.7 (i.e., Point of Diversion [POD])
into the SVID ditch, which runs along the east side of Scott Valley. Water would be conveyed
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down the 13.2-mile ditch to existing irrigated fields within the 5,450 acre SVID service area (i.e.,
place of use). Field application would be via“turnouts’ that deliver water through lateral ditches
or similar conveyance facilities to fields where water will infiltrate for eventual underground
storage (Figures 1-5).

The SVID ditch currently alowsfor irrigation of fields throughout the SVID service area during
the typical irrigation season (April 1-October 15).1 As such, water diverted or rediverted from the
POD would be delivered to groundwater recharge fields that currently include irrigation as part of
ongoing agricultural practices. The fields proposed for groundwater recharge are used to grow a
mixture of predominately grain, hay, field, and pasture crops (T able 1; Figure 2).

TABLE 1. LANDUSE/LANDCOVER IN SCOTT VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT SERVICE AREA

Landuse/Landcover A(;i)a Propose(z\;;),\:)recharge
Alfalfa mixtures 2929 Y
Pasture mixed 406 Y
Misc. grain & hay 437 Y
Misc. grasses 25 Y
Unclassified Fallow 121 Y
Flowers, nursery and Christmas tree farms 1 N
Bush Berries 1 N
Dry Beans 33 N
Pasture native 400 N
Total potential recharge area 3918

Source: DWR (2020)

Temporary diversions, like those proposed by the Project, have been authorized by the State
Water Board through issuance of a series of Temporary Permits to Divert and Use Water (Water
Rights Permits)2 and several fieldsin the SVID service area have been previously used for
groundwater recharge. Water diverted under the proposed project would not be applied to
horticulture farms, bush berries, dry beans, native pasture, or grazing lands. Some seepage from
the unlined, earthen ditch does occur. Much of the Scott River adjacent to the SVID ditch and
proposed recharge fieldsis perched or has a levee preventing tail water re-entry, or both. Fields
that may have a potential for tail water return will not be flooded and therefore no tail water
return flow is anticipated. The specific location of the POD, and the rates at which water would
be diverted, are provided in Table 2.

1 All surface water rightsin the SVID area are adjudicated under the Scott River Adjudication, decreed by the
Superior Court of Siskiyou County in 1980. Ultimately the decree defines: 1) the amount of water each user is
entitled to divert from surface streams or to pump from the interconnected groundwater supplies near the river;

2) the area where such water may be used; 3) the priority of each water right asit relates to other water rights on the
same source; 4) the purpose for which the water is used (e.g., irrigation, municipal, domestic, stock water); and
5) the diversion season.

2 Temporary Permits #s 21364, 21439, and 21431; Pending Application #T033377.
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Figure 3
Scott River Downstream of POD

Figure 4
Scott River Upstream of POD
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1. Introduction

Notes: Flow is from top to bottom. SVID ditch is to the left and Scott River is to the right. Existing fish ladder on left side of Young’'s Dam.

Figure 5
Aerial view of POD at Young’s Dam.

TABLE 2. POINTS OF DIVERSION AND REDIVERSION: LOCATION, SOURCE, AND CAPACITY

POD POD Name POD/ Existing/ Source Latitude Longitude Capacity
Map ID PORD Proposed (CFS)
1 Young's Dam POD Existing Scott River 41.438324 -122.845715 30

Source: SVID (2023)
Key: cfs = cubic feet per second, ID = identifier, POD = point of diversion, PORD = point of rediversion

Notably, the Project does not include extraction of recharged water by overlying well owners for
irrigation and no changein irrigation, domestic, or stockwater pumping is proposed. Instead,
recharge water will be alowed to return to the Scott River via groundwater flow between RM
46.7 and RM 21. Analysis supportsthat the recharge water is released back to the Scott River in
the late spring and summer months following the diversion and recharge season whereiit can
increase river base flows (Fogliaet a., 2013; SVID, 2023). Increasing spring and summer river
flows are prudent steps toward improving salmonid rearing habitat and outmigration conditions,
which have been identified as major factors limiting survival of juvenile salmonids in the Scott
River Valley (CDFW, 2004; SRCD, 2005; NMFS, 2014; CDFW, 2017). These potentia
improvements satisfy an urgent need for water, as the Scott River and its tributaries support runs
of Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), Coho Salmon (O. kisutch), steelhead trout
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(O. mykiss), and Pacific Lamprey (Lampetra tridentata), and specifically one of the most
important Coho Salmon spawning and rearing tributaries in the Klamath River watershed.

At the POD, water is diverted via gravity into the SVID ditch. The diversion structureis currently
equipped with fish screening that meets California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
recommended design guidelines. From the ditch, water is delivered via gravity to lateral ditches
that allow for irrigation at the proposed recharge locations. An extensive system of existing
ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure is present throughout the SVID
service area allowing water to be conveyed from the SVID ditch to all proposed recharge fidlds
without the need for new infrastructure (Figure 1).

Water available for appropriation would be diverted from the Scott River between December 1%
and March 31% of each year of the permit term. The Scott River has been adjudicated according to
the terms of the 1980 Scott River Decree, which quantifies certain surface and groundwater rights
in the Scott River Basin, governs diversions of surface water in the basin, and defines procedures
and bypass flows necessary to protect instream fish and wildlife habitat. The decree setsterms for
diversions based on schedules and priority classes. The proposed project isjunior to all water
rights set forth in the Scott River Decree. Diversions for irrigation, which constitute the majority
of large diversions from the Scott River, are limited to “about April 1 through about October 15
of each year.” (Scott River Decree, p. 8.) This season of useis outside of the Project’s diversion
season. As described above, storage of winter high flows by the Project isintended for fish and
wildlife enhancement.

The maximum volume of water available for appropriation by the Project was determined on the
basis of severa considerations. Firstly, storage capacity of the Scott Valley aquifer was estimated
for the areas of proposed recharge. Storage capacity was estimated to be approximately 5,500
acre-feet (af) by assuming an average depth to groundwater of 25 feet, on 2,200 acres, and a
specific yield of 10 percent (SCFCWD, 2021). Secondly, the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) hasa
right to 426 cubic feet per second (cfs) of water identified as adaily mean flow or the calculated
average flow during the preceding 10 days as measured at the United States Geologic Survey
(USGS) Fort Jones Gage Number 11519500 (Fort Jones Gage), from December through March
for instream use for fish and wildlife3 with additional allocation for incremental fish flows and for
recreational, scenic, and aesthetic purposes in the Klamath National Forest. Thirdly, consistent
with the Division of Water Rights Water Availability Analysisfor Streamlined Recharge
Permitting (SWRCB, 2019), the amount of water available for appropriation diverted during high
flow periodsis recommended to be limited to 20 percent of the total streamflow at the POD. This
recommendation is based on findings from Richter et a (2011) suggesting this level of diversion
is protective of aguatic ecosystem functionality (e.g., diversion of this percentage or less are
protective of hydrograph variability and has minimal effects on channel formation, channel
cleaning, and channel scour).

3 These amounts are described as bei ng “...necessary to provide minimum subsistence-level fishery conditions
including spawning, egg incubation, rearing, downstream migration, and summer survival of anadromous fish, and
can be experienced only in critically dry years without resulting in depletion of the fishery resource.”
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Based on these considerations the Project proposes to divert up to 5,400 acre-feet (af) per year, at
amaximum diversion rate of 30 cfs. Diversions would be based on conditions measured in the
Scott River at the Fort Jones Gage. The diversion season would be from December 1 through
March 31 and diversion would only occur if average flow during the preceding 10 days as
measured at the Fort Jones Gage are equal to, or higher than, 440 cfs. If the daily mean flow or
the calculated average flow during the preceding 10 days is above 440 cfs but below 470 cfsthe
diversion rate will be limited such that it does not cause the stream flow to fall below 440 cfs.
Additionally, diversions shall not exceed 10 percent of the flow in the Scott River, as assessed
near the PODS. Lastly, the diversion threshold at the Fort Jones Gage of 440 cfs may be lowered
to 362 cfs upon the written approval from USFS. With such approval, diversion would only
occur if average flow during the preceding 10 days as measured at the Fort Jones Gage are equal
to, or higher than, 362 cfs. Further, if the daily mean flow or the calculated average flow
during the preceding 10 daysis above 362 cfs but below 392 cfs, the diversion rate will be
limited such that it does not cause the stream flow to fall below 362 cfs.

Existing instrumentation (i.e., stream gages®) has been installed in the Scott River and SVID ditch
to measure flow rates at the POD, on the Scott River immediately downstream of the POD, and in
the SVID ditch immediately downstream of the POD in accordance with pervious permit terms
and conditions and to optimize the timing and rate of diversion (Figure 2). During al diversions
qualified biologists from Scott River Watershed Trust (SRWT) and/or Scott River Conservation
District (SRCD) would conduct biological monitoring approximately 100 feet above and below
Young's Dam and the SVID point of diversion to document spawning redds, monitor redd
dewatering, monitor fry emergence, monitor for stranding risk, and monitor for changesin
available habitat.

1.3 Report Organization

Thisreport is organized into the following chapters and appendices:

o Chapter 1, Introduction, states the project’s purpose, provides a description of the project,
and outlines the document’ s organization.

o Chapter 2, Methods, lists the information sources that were reviewed, provides regul atory
context, and describes how the potential to impact special-status resources was eval uated.

o Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, describes the soils, land cover, sensitive natural
communities, and special-status species that are present or potentially present.

o Chapter 4, Impacts and Recommendations, describes the project’s potential impacts and
avoidance and minimization measures that could reduce those impacts.

o Chapter 5, References, provides complete references for al sources cited in chapters 1-4.

4 A value of 440 cfsis based on being protective of an existing downstream USFS water right.

5 Thisthreshold is based on guidance from CDFW suggesting that limiting project diversions to 10 percent of Scott
River flow would be protective of fish and would not require notification to CDFW for a Streambed Alteration
Agreement

6 Gages consist of a pressure transducer to measure stage. Discharge estimates are calculated from canonical stage-
discharge relations devel oped for each site (SVID, 2023).
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e Appendix A, Database Queries, provides the results of queries made to the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2024a), California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) Inventory of Rare Plants (CNPS 2024), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
(USFWS's) Information for Planning and Consultation (iPAC) planning tool (USFWS 20243a).

e Appendix B, Special-Status Species: Potential to Occur, provides an evaluation of the
potential to occur at a project site for each specia-status species identified by database
gueries and review of other background information.
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CHAPTER 2

Methods

2.1 Review of Background Information

In preparation of this Biologica Resources Assessment, Environmental Science Associates
(ESA) reviewed publicly available data, subscription-based biological resource data, and Study
Area-specific information. Field Surveys were not conducted. Data sources that assisted in this
analysisinclude:

e U.S Geologica Survey (USGS) topographic maps

e Historic and current aerial imagery

e The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) CNDDB (Appendix A; CDFW
20244)

o USFWSIPAC list of species that may be affected by projectsin the area (Appendix A;
USFWS 20243)

e The Nationa Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2024b)
e CNPS'sRare Plant Inventory (Appendix A; CNPS 2024)
e Soil maps from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) (NRCS 2024)

e The CDFW Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS) Viewer (CDFW
2024b)

e Fish Species of Special Concernin California 3rd Edition - CDFW and UC Davis Center for
Watershed Sciences and Department of Wildlife, Fish, and Conservation Biology

e Cadlifornia Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2004. Recovery Strategy for California
Coho Salmon.

e Lamprey Technical Workgroup. 2020. Best management guidelines for native lampreys
during in-water work.

e NMFS 2014. Final Recovery Plan for the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast
Evolutionarily Significant Unit of Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch).

e National Research Council. 2004. Endangered and Threatened Fishes in the Klamath River
Basin: Causes of Decline and Strategies for Recovery.

e Siskiyou Resource Conservation District (SRCD). 2002-2023. Scott River Adult Coho
Spawning Ground Surveys
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2.2 Regulatory Context

Biological resourcesin the Study Areamay fall under the jurisdiction of various regulatory
agencies and be subject to their regulations. In general, the greatest legal protections are provided
for plant and wildlife species that are formally listed by the federal or state government. The
following regulations and agencies are commonly associated with projects that have the potential
to affect biological resources:

o Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)

e Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

e Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

o Clean Water Act, Section 404 (CWA)

e Cadlifornia Endangered Species Act (CESA)

e Fish and Game Code Section 3503, 3503.5, and 3511

e Native Plant Protection Act

o Lakeor Streambed Alteration Program

o Porter Cologne Water Quality Act

e Cadlifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15380
e National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) United States Code Title 54 § 300308

2.3 Evaluation of Special-Status Resources

Each species with potential to occur in the Study Areaor vicinity was individually assessed based
on its habitat requirements and distribution relative to biological communities and habitat features
that occur in and around the Study Area. Special-status species and communities identified during
gueries of the USFWS, CNDDB, and CNPS Inventory databases were used to compile a table of
evaluated resources, presented in Appendix B. The table identifies each special-status species or
community, summarizesits general habitat requirements, and assesses its potential to occur in the
Study Area. The “Potential for Occurrence” categories are defined as follows:

o None: A speciesis determined to have no potential to occur if (1) its specific habitat
requirements are not present; AND/OR (2) it is outside the range or presumed to be extirpated
from the area or region; AND/OR (3) a survey has been conducted according to agency
protocol and the species was not found.

o Low: A speciesisdetermined to have alow potential to occur if (1) its known current
distribution or range is outside of but near the Study Area; AND/OR (2) only limited or
marginally suitable habitat is present.

e Moderate: A speciesis determined to have a moderate potential to occur if (1) habitat is
present in the Study Area or immediately adjacent areas; AND (2) the Study Areaisin the
known range of the species, even if the species was not observed during general biological
surveys.
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e High: A speciesis determined to have a high potential to occur or be present if (1) habitat is
present in the Study Area or immediately adjacent areas; AND (2) the Study Areaisin the
known range of the species; AND/OR (3) there are recent and reliable records of the species
on or near the site.

Conclusions regarding habitat suitability and species occurrence are based on the analysis of
existing literature and databases described previously and known habitats occurring within the
project sites and regionally. Species classified as having a moderate or high potential for
occurrence are discussed further in Section 3.3, Special-Status Species.
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CHAPTER 3
Environmental Setting

This section provides the environmental baseline for soils, vegetation communities and habitats,
and special-status plant and wildlife speciesin the Study Area. The Study Areafor biological
resources consists of the SVID ditch, the POD on the Scott River, and the landcovers within the
SVID Service Areawhich are proposed for groundwater recharge.

3.1 Soils

The Study Area contains a high diversity of soilswith sixteen soil map unitsin the Study Area,
plus map units for water, riverwash, rock outcrop, and gravel pits. These soil map units are listed
in Table 3 aong with notes on ecologically significant attributes. These soils represent awide
range of physical properties: they belong to four different soil orders and several of these soils are
hydric, derived from serpentine or vol canic sources, and/or are alkaline, al of which are
ecologically significant properties. The distribution of soil ordersin the Study Areais displayed
in Figure 6 and below, the soils of each order are briefly described.

3.1.1 Alfisols

Alfisols have well differentiated soil layers that include a subsurface layer in which silicate clays
have accumulated from deposition or precipitation from soil water. There are few Alfisol soilsin
the Study Area, and where they occur, they are generally along the northern edge of the Study
Areaat higher elevations. These soils have textures ranging from sandy loamsto clays. Many of
these soils have a silica-cemented hardpan, and some are hydric or saline-alkali soils, or both.

3.1.2 Entisols

Entisols have little or no development of distinct horizons, typically because they have only
recently formed (e.g., recent sediment deposits). There are few Entisol soilsin the Study Area,
and where they occur, they are generally along the eastern and northern edge of the Study Area
along drainageways. These soils have textures ranging from sandy loamsto silty clay loams, and
in general are not hydric or saline-alkali soils and mostly do not have claypans or hardpans.

3.1.3 Inceptisols

Inceptisols have some development of distinct horizons (more so than Entisols), but that have not
yet developed the distinctive characteristics of other soil orders. Inceptisols are primarily
concentrated along the eastern and northern edge of the Study Area. Some Inceptisols are hydric
soils.
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TABLE 3. SolL MAP UNITS WITHIN THE STUDY AREA

Soil Map Unit

Notes

Alfisols

Dubakella-Ipish complex, 5 to 30 percent slopes

Derived from ultrabasic rocks with large amounts of
serpentinite minerals.

Marpa-Kinkel-Boomer, cool complex, 15 to 50 percent
slopes

Derived from shale, sandstone, schist and other
metavolcanic, igneous, or metasedimentary rocks.

Marpa-Kinkel-Boomer, cool complex, 5 to 15 percent
slopes

Derived from shale, sandstone, schist and other
metavolcanic, igneous, or metasedimentary rocks.

Entisols

Atter very gravelly sandy loam, 0 to 5 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphic rocks.

Lithic Xerorthents-Rock outcrop complex, O to 65 percent
slopes

Inceptisols

Stoner gravelly sandy loam, O to 2 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphosed sedimentary and igneous
rock with some rocks high in serpentine minerals.

Stoner gravelly sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphosed sedimentary and igneous
rock with some rocks high in serpentine minerals.

Stoner gravelly sandy loam, 5 to 15 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphosed sedimentary and igneous
rock with some rocks high in serpentine minerals.

Mollisols

Diyou loam

This map unit consists primarily of hydric soils.

Diyou loam, drained

This map unit consists primarily of hydric soils.

Dotta gravelly loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphic and igneous rock.

Dotta gravelly loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphic and igneous rock.

Dotta loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphic and igneous rock.

Duzel-Jilson-Facey complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes

Derived from metamorphosed igneous or sedimentary
rocks.

Settlemeyer loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Derived from mixed rocks including granitic and basic
igneous rocks. This soil is strongly alkaline. This map
unit consists primarily of hydric soils.

Settlemeyer variant silt loam

Derived from mixed rocks including granitic and basic
igneous rocks. This soil is strongly alkaline. This map
unit consists primarily of hydric soils.

Other

Gravel pits

Riverwash

Rock outcrop

Water

Sources: NRCS 2024.
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3. Environmental Setting

3.1.4 Mollisols

Mollisols are characterized by athick surface layer that with a high content of organic matter.
Mollisols are primarily concentrated al ong the western and southern edges of the Study Area.
These soils have textures that range from sandy loams to clays. Some of these soils are hydric and
some that have devel oped on volcanic mudflows or lava flows have a shallow total depth.

3.2 Land Cover

Land cover types are relatively discrete categories of land use and natural communities. The
Study Area’sland cover types within the recharge areas are described below; their locations are
displayed in Chapter 1.2 Figure 2 and Chapter 1.2 Table 1 summarizes their acreages.

3.2.1 Agricultural Land Cover

Agricultural land cover in the Study Area consists of alfafa mixtures; mixed pasture,
miscellaneous grain and hay; unclassified fallow; flowers, nursery, and Christmastree farms,
bush berries, and dry beans. These land cover types are described below. Although agricultural
land cover generally does not include natural vegetation, some irrigation/drainage ditches and
canals within these communities may be considered sensitive natural communities by CDFW and
waters of the U.S. by USACE.

3.2.1.1 Alfalfa Mixtures

Alfalfamixtures account for approximately 75 percent of land cover in the Study Area. Thisland
cover type generally consists of fields where alfalfa (Medicago sativa) is grown. This speciesisa
perennia feed crop grown for cattle and other livestock. Alfalfa may be sownin spring or fall as
afield crop, istypically irrigated, and grows to a height of about 3 feet. It may be harvested
several times per year. Individual fields may be left unplanted (fallowed) for a season or year
(though they may be tilled during that period).

3.2.1.2 Mixed Pasture

Mixed pasture accounts for approximately 10 percent of land cover in the Study Area. Thisland
cover type generally consists of grass and forb speciesirrigated for livestock grazing. Height of

the grassesistypicaly lessthan afoot. This habitat type may include occasiona scattered trees,
or structures associated with farming activities.

3.2.1.3 Miscellaneous Grain and Hay

Miscellaneous grain and hay accounts for approximately 11 percent of land cover in the Study
Area. Thisland cover type consists of grain and hay species grown asirrigated field crops for
cattle and livestock feed. Hay production is often grown as part of an afalfa-hay rotation.

3.2.14 Unclassified Fallow

Unclassified fallow accounts for approximately 3 percent of land cover in the Study Area. This
land cover type generally consists of fields that have been left unplanted (fallowed) and
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unirrigated for a certain period, usualy a growing season or year. These fields may betilled
during that period. When in use, these fields are typically used for growing agricultural crops.

3.2.1.5 Flowers, Nursery, and Christmas Tree Farms

Only one acre of flowers, nursery, and Christmas tree farmsis mapped in the Study Area. This
land cover is used for growing a variety of flowers, shrubs, and treestypically used in
landscaping. In nursery settings, these plants are often kept in pots and frequently watered.
Christmas tree farmstypically consist of rows of avariety of planted conifer trees. In most
instances, trees and vegetation in this land cover type are under 10 feet. Thisland cover type may
include structures associated with plant growing and selling.

3.2.1.6 Bush Berries

Only one acre of bush berries is mapped in the Study Area. Bush berriesin the Study Area may
consist of raspberries, blackberries, or blueberries. These berries are typically planted in rows for
easy picking. Thisland cover type may include structures associated with plant growing and
selling.

3.2.1.7 Dry Beans

Dry Beans account for less than one percent of land cover in the Study Area. This landcover type
may consist of avariety of different bean classes. Many varieties of dry beans exist, including
pinto, navy, black, kidney, and lima. Dry beans are grown as a bush or on apole in rows and
typically reach heights of 18 to 24 inches. These beans are typically harvested once a year using
specialized equipment. Dry bean production istypically rotated with grass crop production.

3.2.2 Natural and Semi-Natural Land Cover

Natural and semi-natural land cover in the Study Area consists of native pasture and
miscellaneous grasses. These land cover types are described below.

3.2.21 Native Pasture

Native pasture accounts for approximately 10 percent of the land cover in the Study Area. This
land cover type consists of a sparseto dense cover of native and nonnative annual grasses such as
bromes (Bromus species) and Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum subspecies
guessoneanum) and other herbaceous species less than 3 feet high. In addition to the annual
grasses that predominate, many other nonnative and native species of herbaceous plants grow in
this landcover type. Widely scattered trees and shrubs may also be present. Native pasture may be
used for cattle or sheep grazing but is generally not seeded or irrigated.

Although not considered a sensitive natural community by CDFW, on some soils, native pasture
may contain seasona wetlands that are considered sensitive natural communities and that may
meet USACE wetland criteria.
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3.2.2.2 Miscellaneous Grasses

Miscell aneous grasses account for |ess than one percent of the land cover in the Study Area.
Similar to native pasture, this land cover type consists of a sparse to dense cover of annual grasses
and forbs, though generally consists of primarily nonnative species. Widely scattered trees and
shrubs may also be present. Miscellaneous grasses may be used for cattle or sheep grazing but are
generally not seeded or irrigated.

Although not considered a sensitive natural community by CDFW, on some soils, miscellaneous
grasses may contain seasonal wetlands that are considered sensitive natural communities and that
may meet USACE wetland criteria

3.2.2.3 SVID Ditch

The SVID ditch runs dong the eastern edge of the Study Areaand Scott Valley. The ditch hasa
gentle, constant gradient to maintain flow. The SVID ditch diverts flows from the Scott River at
Young's Point. In addition to water from the Scott River, the ditch aso picks up flows from
tributary streamsthat draininto it. The ditch is unlined with primarily grassy banks and
occasional scattered trees. There are no significant areas of riparian communities along the ditch.
The ditch primarily flows through agricultural and grazing land with Ponderosa pine (Pinus
ponderosa) forest to the east.

Aquatic vegetation tends to grow in the ditch over the course of the summer. Weed control is
periodically conducted within the ditch to maintain flow velocity and seepage. Thisis
accomplished through combination of chemical weed suppression and mechanical removal using
a backhoe on the bank. The ditch istypically cleaned on athree-year cycle.

The SVID ditch may be considered sensitive natural communities by CDFW and considered
waters of the U.S. by USACE.

3.2.24 Scott River

The Scott River isone of four major tributaries to the Klamath River. The Scott River at the POD
has alow gradient, moderately confined streambed with moderately steep banks. The banks are
vegetated with a dense growth of small to medium sized willows and blackberry thickets. Several
larger willow and riparian trees are a so scattered along the banks. Beyond the POD, the Scott
River flows north along the west side of the SVID service area, through primarily agricultural
land. The Scott River is considered sensitive natural communities by CDFW and likely
considered waters of the U.S. by USACE.

3.3 Sensitive Natural Communities

A sensitive natural community isabiological community that isregionally rare, provides important
habitat opportunities for wildlife, is structurally complex, or isin other ways of special concern to
local, State, or federal agencies. Mogt sensitive natural communities are given special consideration
because they perform important ecological functions, such as maintaining water quality and
providing essential habitat for plants and wildlife. Some natural communities support a unique or
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diverse assemblage of plant species and therefore are considered sensitive from a botanical
standpoint. CEQA may identify the elimination of such communities as a significant impact.

Sensitive natural communitiesinclude: (a) habitats and natural communities that are regul ated by
federal and State resource agencies, (b) natural communities ranked S1, S2, or S3 by CDFW, and
(c) areas protected by County ordinance. The CNDDB generates alist of ecologically sensitive
and/or threatened habitat types within the state of California. No sensitive natural communities
are documented on the CNDDB list for the project quads and adjacent quads. Wetland and
riverine habitat typesin the Study Area are sensitive natural communities because they are
regulated by federal and State resource agencies.

3.4 Special-Status Species
The special-status species evaluated in this report fall into the following categories:

e Specieslisted (or candidate or proposed) under FESA or CESA, or under the California
Native Plant Protection Act

o CDFW species of specia concern or species fully protected by CDFW
e Speciesthat are Rank 1 or 2 in the CNPS Rare Plant Inventory (CNPS 2024)

Section 15380(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provides a definition of rare, endangered, or
threatened species that are not listed under FESA or CESA. The species that fall into the
categories listed above typically are considered to meet the criteria described in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380(b) and are eva uated during the CEQA reviews for projects.

The following discussions summarize the special-status species with potential to occur in the
Study Area and vicinity. For acomprehensive list of species considered in the analysis, see
Appendix B.

3.4.1 Special-Status Plants

Four special-status plants have a moderate likelihood of being present in the Study Area. A brief
description of each of these speciesis provided in Appendix B, Special-Status Species: Potential
to Occur. None of the special-status plant species with a moderate potential to occur grow in
cropland, pasture, or heavily disturbed areas.

3.4.2 Special-Status Reptiles
3.4.2.1 Northwestern pond turtle

Northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys [=Emys] marmorata) is a CDFW species of specia concern
(CDFW 20244) and Federally Proposed Threatened (USFWS 2023c). Northwestern pond turtles
occur throughout Californiawest of the Sierra-Cascade crest and are absent from desert regions,
except the Mojave Desert along the Mojave River and its tributaries. Elevation range extends
from near sealevel to 4,690 feet (CWHR 2024).
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Northwestern pond turtle is a highly aguatic species that inhabits permanent or nearly permanent
water in awide variety of habitat types, such as ponds, lakes, streams, irrigation ditches, and
permanent pools along intermittent streams. Northwestern pond turtles will also temporarily use
semipermanent and ephemeral water bodies, including stock ponds, verna pools, and seasonal
wetlands (Thomson et al. 2016). Western pond turtles require basking sites such as partially
submerged logs, rocks, mats of floating vegetation, or open mud banks (CWHR 2024). The diet is
generalized and consists of a variety of small aguatic invertebrates (including insects, crustaceans,
and mollusks) and awide variety of algae and other plant material (Thomson et al. 2016).

Pond turtles require upland habitat that is suitable for nesting and overwintering use. Localized
soil conditions, aswell as the frequency and degree of disturbance in the upland habitat, probably
limit their distribution. Soils need to be loose enough to allow nest excavation, while disturbance
needs to be infrequent enough or of sufficiently low intensity that nests are not disturbed
(Thomson et al. 2016). Nests are usually located within 330 feet of awater body, although nests
as far away as 0.3 mile have occasionally been reported (Thomson et al. 2016). Nests have been
observed in many soil types from sandy to very hard. Soil must usually be at least 4 inches deep
for nesting. Nests must have arelatively high internal humidity for eggs to develop and hatch
properly. Generally, 3-11 eggs are laid from March to August depending on local conditions
(CWHR 2024). Eggs hatch in the fall and hatchlings often remain in the nest through the first
winter, emerging the following spring (Thomson et a. 2016).

The SVID ditch and Scott River in the study provide potential habitat for western pond turtles.
There are no CNDDB records of northwestern pond turtlesin the SVID ditch or within 10 miles
of the Study Area. All nearby records are located to the east within riverine features in the Shasta
Valley. None of these features are hydrologically connected to the Study Area. The closest
CNDDB record of northwestern pond turtle occurs approximately 12.3 miles northeast of the
northern portion of the Study Area. One turtle was observed crossing Schulemeyer Road in the
rain near Brazies Pond in November 2006 (CDFW 20244).

3.4.3 Special-Status Birds
3431 Common Raptor Species

Common raptor species, such as the red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and red-shouldered
hawk (Buteo lineatus), are not considered special -status species because they are not rare or
protected under the federal or State Endangered Species Acts. However, nests of these species are
protected under the MBTA and Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. Common
raptor species may nest in trees on and adjacent to the project sites.

3.4.3.2 Common Migratory Bird Species

Many common bird species are migratory and are afforded protection under the MBTA.
Examples of common migratory bird species that may use the project sites include northern
mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), and California scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica). Occupied nests of al migratory
birds are protected under the MBTA, which makesit illegal to destroy any active migratory bird
nest.
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3.4.4 Special-Status Fish

Only one listed species occurs within the Scott Valley Watershed: Southern Oregon/Northern
Cdlifornia Coast (SONCC) ESU Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), along with seven CDFW
species of species concern: Upper Klamath-Trinity Rivers (UKTR) ESU Chinook salmon

(O. tshawytscha), Klamath Mountains Province (KMP) ESU Steelhead (O. mykiss), Pacific
lamprey (Entosphenus tridentatus), Klamath River Lamprey (Lampetra similis), Western river
Lamprey (Lampetra ayersi), Miller Lake Lamprey (Entosphenus minimus), and Lower Klamath
Marbled Sculpin (cottus klamathensis polyporus) (Moyle et a. 2015).

3.4.4.1 SONCC ESU Coho Salmon

The SONCC ESU of Coho Salmon includes all coho salmon between Cape Blanco in Southern
Oregon and Punta Gordain Northern Cdifornia. In 2005 the National Marine Fisheries service
listed 16 ESUs of West Coast salmon including SONCC coho salmon, which was listed as
Threatened. In 1999 NOAA designated the Scott River as Critical Habitat for SONCC Coho
salmon (64 FR 24049). In 2014, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) released the final
recovery plan (Recovery Plan) for the speciesin which they described the current status of the
ESU, including the Scott River population. In this assessment, they found the Scott river to be at
moderate risk of extinction based on the ratio of spawners per Intrinsic Potential kilometer
(IP-km) (NMFS 2014). The Recovery Plan aso identified altered hydrologic function and
degraded riparian forest conditions as the key limiting stresses and identified restoration of
natural channel form and function and increasing instream flows as highest priority actions. Adult
Coho salmon begin migrating in September with peak migration between November and
December and is monitored at the Scott River Fish Counting Facility (SRFCF).

Spawning occurs from mid-September through February and has been documented within the
mainstem Scott River and tributaries including East Fork Scott River, South Fork Scott River,
Sugar Creek, French Creek, Miners Creek, Etna Creek, Kidder Creek, Patterson Creek,
Shackleford Creek, Mill Creek, Canyon Creek, Kelsey Creek, Tompkins Creek, and Scott Bar
Mill Creek (Soil Conservation Service 1972, CDFG 1974, SRCD 2003-2023). Fry beginto
emergein February, continuing to emerge until July. After emergence, juvenile coho within the
watershed may emigrate immediately or rear for one year, with identified presence in Patterson
Creek, the mainstem and both forks of the Scott River, Kidder Creek, Kangaroo Creek, Big
Slough, Shackleford Creek, Etna Creek (SRWC 2018). Additionally, Clarks Creek, Noyes Valley
Creek, Wolford Slough, Wildcat Creek, and Sniktaw Creek contain some of the highest coho
utilization and habitat values in the watershed (SRWC 2018).

During baseflow conditions, a number of these streams are dry or disconnected from the
mainstem which can lead to stranding and mortality events (SRWC 2018). In the Scott River
watershed, juveniles may emigrate from March to July as age-O+, or may over-winter for a
second year and emigrate as age-1+. Coho salmon spend two years in the ocean before returning
to their natal streams. On the Scott River, coho salmon’s strict 3-year life history has led to one
strong brood-year and two weaker brood-years which are at extreme risk of depensation (NMFS
2014, SRWC 2018). The life history timing of Coho Salmon within the Scott River coincides
with potential Flood-MAR operations which could reduce instream flows during this period.
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3.4.4.2 Upper Klamath-Trinity Rivers ESU Chinook Salmon

The UKTR Chinook salmon ESU isfound in the Klamath and Trinity rivers and their tributaries.
Two potentially distinct Chinook life histories have been described for this ESU and in 2018,
NMFS delivered a 90-day petition finding that listing Klamath Spring-run Chinook Salmon as a
separate ESU with alisting as threatened or endangered warrants further study (83 FR 8410).
These separate runs are considered separate by CDFW, who lists both as species of special
concern, therefore, the runs are described separately.

Generdly, the UKTR Chinook ESU has alife history that reduces time spent in fresh water. Fall-
run adults migrate into the Klamath River in from July through September and hold before
migrating upstream in the fall, entering the Scott River in September, migrating past the SRFCF
in October (Moyleet. al. 2015, SWRC 2018). Typically, Fal-run spawning peaksin October and
November, however, Shaw et a. (1997) documented adults holding in the lower Scott River in
mid-December. Fry emergein late winter or early spring, and amajority of juveniles emigrateto
the ocean in spring before water temperatures become too warm, although some juveniles have
been observed over-summering and even over-wintering demonstrating three distinct juvenile life
histories (Moyle et a. 2015).

Chinook salmon spend 3-5 years in the ocean before returning to their natal streams. Spring-Run
Chinook Salmon are considered extirpated from the Scott Valley, following extensive habitat |oss
in the 1970s, however, strays may enter the watershed from the mainstem Klamath. Spring-run
Chinook Salmon differ from their Fall-run in the timing of their adult migration. Adult Spring-run
enter the Klamath estuary from March to July with a peak between May and June (Moyleet a.
2015). Individuals hold until late summer and spawning peaks in September, about a month
earlier than Fall-run (Moyle et al. 2015). Spring-run spawning habitat is also considered to be
further upstream than Fall-run, which separates the two runs temporally and spatially (Moyle et
al. 2015). A mgjority of UKTR Spring-run juveniles emigrate during their first spring, after
spending minimal time in freshwater (Snyder 1931 asreferenced in Moyle et a. 2015). Both Fall-
run and Spring-run Chinook have life-histories which coincide with Flood-M AR operations.

3.4.4.3 Klamath Mountains Province ESU Steelhead

Summer-run KMP ESU Steelhead are a CDFW species of special concern. Steelhead exhibit a
highly complex life history which can include a stream-resident form (rainbow trout) and an
anadromous form (steelhead). Additionaly, like Chinook salmon, two runs are recognized, a
summer-run and a winter-run. Adult winter-run enter the Klamath River from August to February
and spawn from January to April (NRC 2004). Adult summer-run enter the Klamath River from
May to July, hold in cool-water refugia until December when they spawn (NRC 2004). Juveniles
for both runsrear in freshwater for one to three years before downstream emigration primarily in
the spring. Sub-adults rear in the ocean for an additional one to three years before returning. In
the Scott River, amajority of steelhead migration occurs from November to April, outside of the
monitoring window of the SRFCF which operates until December (Knechtle and Guidice 2021).
Thistiming indicates that most steelhead within the Scott River are likely winter-run. Steelhead
monitoring within the Scott River isless developed than for coho or chinook salmon and thereis
no published information on the current spawning grounds for these fish, however steelhead and
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coho require similar habitats and therefore steelhead likely occupy the same spawning and rearing
habitats within the valley.

3444 Lamprey (Pacific, Klamath River, river, and Miller Lake)

Four species of lamprey which are species of special concern in California have potential to occur
within the Scott River. Very littleinformation is known about the distribution of Lamprey within
the Scott River.

Pacific Lamprey

Pacific lamprey are the largest lampreysin California and are anadromous (a though some
evidence of freshwater residence exists (Moyle et a. 2015). Pacific lamprey may have highly
diverselife histories, and two distinct runs exist in the Klamath River: a spring-run of adults that
spawn immediately after upstream migration and afall-run of individuals that wait to spawn until
the following spring (Anglin 1994, Parker et al. 2019). The spawning period is usually from April
to July within the Klamath Basin (Anglin 1994). Ammocoetes hatch after 2-3 weeks and drift
downstream to mud/silt substrate habitats where they rear for 4-7 years (Anglin 1994). After
rearing, ammocoetes undergo metamorphosis and enter the ocean, although there is some
evidence that some populations remain resident in freshwater (Moyle et a. 2015). Very littleis
known about the extent of Pacific Lamprey distribution with the Scott River (Anglin 1994, Moyle
et al. 2015, ESA 2009).

Klamath River Lamprey

Very little is known about the life history and distribution of Klamath River Lamprey. Klamath
river lamprey is afreshwater resident species which endemic to the rivers and lakes of the
Klamath Basin (Moyle et. al. 2015, ESA 2009). It is presumed that ammocoetes have similar
requirements to those of Pacific lamprey (silt/mud substrates in backwaters) as are their adult
requirements for spawning (Moyle et a. 2015).

Western river Lamprey

Western river lamprey are similarly understudied and their distribution in Californiais uncertain.
All information on Western river lamprey comes from studiesin British Columbia (Moyle et al.
2015). Western river lamprey are considered anadromous. In British Columbia, adults spend 3-4
months in salt water before returning to freshwater in the fall and spawning during the winter or
spring, timing and distribution in CA isunknown (Moyle et a. 2015). Ammocoetes likely rear for
3-5 years before metamorphosis which lasts 9-10 months and subsequent emigration. Habitat
requirements for Western river lamprey are likely similar to Klamath River and Pacific Lamprey.

Miller Lake Lamprey

The Miller Lake lamprey is afreshwater only species, endemic to the Klamath Basin, and thought
to be extinct following chemical treatment in Miller Lake meant to eradicate the speciesin 1958
(Miller et a. 1989, Lorion et. al. 2000, ESA 2009). It isthe smallest known parasitic lamprey in
the world (Miller et al. 1989). Since 1992 observations of the species within the Klamath Basin
including discovery in the Scott River in 2006 indicate that the speciesis till extant and likely
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has alarger distribution within the basin than previoudly thought (ESA 2009). Very littleis
known about the life history, habitat, or distribution of this species.

3.445 Lower Klamath Marbled Sculpin

Very little is known about this sub-species, however they are believed to have similar habitat
requirements and life histories to other related marbled sculpin species. Their life history is
believed to be similar to the bigeye marbled sculpin (Cottus klamathensis macrops) in the Pit
River, generally living about 5 years with most of their growth occurring within the first two
years (Moyle et al. 2015). It is presumed that, similar to other marbled sculpin, spawning occurs
from February to March and adhesive eggs are deposited in clusters under flat rocks (Moyle et a.
2015). Habitat requirements are not well understood, but they have been observed in a broad
range of habitat types similar to the upper Klamath marbled sculpin (Cottus klamathensis) (Moyle
et al. 2015).

Flood-MAR Technical and Regulatory Support Program 3-12 ESA/D201901028.03
Biological Site Assessment for the Scott Valley Recharge Project June 2024



CHAPTER 4

Impacts and Recommendations

Potential impacts from the project include those resulting from human activity, noise and
vibration, and the pumping and spreading of water. Minimal impacts to grasses and weedy
herbaceous plants may occur during diversion operations. In addition, physical impactsto the
SVID ditch and Scott River and associated habitat and fish and wildlife resources caused by
water diversion may include reduced water availability, reduced flow rates, and resulting impacts
to local water quality parameters. Other potential impacts related to disturbance during project
implementation include introduction of nonnative species and pollution caused by leaking or
malfunctioning vehicles or equipment.

The following sections describe potential impacts to special-status plant and animal species and
recommend measures for avoiding or minimizing such impacts during non-emergency work.
These measures are not required prior to completion of emergency work. For example, in
accordance with Fish and Game Code section 1610(a)(1), immediate emergency work, including
water pumping necessary to protect life or property would be exempt from the need to notify
CDFW and obtain alake or streambed alteration agreement, or to comply with the terms of any
such agreement in place for this project.

4.1 Sensitive Natural Communities

4.1.1 Impacts

Sensitive natural communitiesin the Study Areaincludes the SVID ditch, Scott River, and
wetlands, ponds, and riverine habitat within the SVID Service Area.

The project will divert high flows from the SVID ditch into agricultural fields. While wetlands,
ponds, and riverine habitats occur on the same parcels where water will be diverted, this
additional water will be directed to the agricultural portions of these fields. Water is not expected
to flood natural habitats. No negative impacts to wetlands, ponds, and riverine habitats are
expected as aresult of project implementation. The additiona ground water that will be generated
asaresult of project implementation may benefit nearby aquatic habitats by raising the water
table.

Trees and shrubs are scattered along the SVID ditch and Scott River in the Study Area. No tree or
shrub remova will occur as part of the project. Some water will be diverted away from the Scott
River and SVID ditch; however, it will be done during times of high-water flows, thus water
availability to trees and shrubs growing along the ditch and river is not expected to be reduced
and impacts to the riverine aguatic habitat will be minimal. No negative impacts to riparian or
riverine habitats are expected as aresult of project implementation.

Flood-MAR Technical and Regulatory Assistance Program 4-1 ESA/D201901028.03
Biological Site Assessment for the Scott Valley Recharge Project June 2024



4. Impacts and Recommendations

4.1.2 Recommendations

The project will not fill any wetland, pond, or riverine habitats and will not remove any trees or
shrubs. The measures below are recommended to protect sensitive natural communities.

o All equipment and tools will be inspected for the presence of undesirable species and cleaned
prior to entering the work area at each location to reduce the risk of introducing nonnative
plant or animal species.

e Staging and storage areas for equipment, materials, fuels, lubricants, and solvents will not be
located within 150 feet of the stream. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps,
generators, compressors and welders, will be positioned over drip-pans. Vehicleswill be
moved at least 150 feet from aguatic habitats prior to refueling and lubrication.

¢ Raw cement, concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, equipment fluids or lubricants, paint or
other coating material, oil or other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be
hazardous to fish or wildlife resulting from or disturbed by project-related activities, will be
prevented from contaminating the soil and/or entering waterways.

o All personnel involved in the use of hazardous materials should be trained in emergency
response and spill control.

o Nollitter or debriswill be alowed to enter any waterway, or placed in alocation where it
could be washed into awaterway. All such debriswill be picked up daily and properly
disposed of at an offsite location.

4.2 Special-Status Plants
4.2.1 Impacts

Because no special-status plants are associated with the croplands or pasture where water would
be spread for groundwater recharge, or with heavily disturbed areas that may be incidentally
affected, and because no vegetation would be cleared or soil disturbed at points of diversion, no
substantial impacts to special-status plants would occur within the boundaries of project sites.

However, where specia -status plants are present in natural vegetation adjacent to work areas,
these species could be directly impacted by disturbance if vehicles or discharged water entered
these adjoining areas, or if equipment of supplies were placed in them. Specia-status plants
growing in adjacent areas aso could be indirectly impacted if invasive plants were introduced or
spread or hazardous materials discharged by the project.

4.2.2 Recommendations

Impacts to special-status plants could occur if natural vegetation adjacent to work areas is directly
or indirectly impacted as described above. Special-status plants would be protected from indirect
effects by the measures recommended in Section 4.1, Sensitive Natural Communities. Special-
status plants would be protected from direct impacts by the following measures:

o Water released for groundwater recharge will be confined to cropland and pastureland cover
and will not be alowed to inundate adjacent natural vegetation.
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o Novehicleswill enter natural vegetation, nor will equipment or supplies be placed in natural
vegetation at project sites.

4.3 Special-Status Reptiles

4.3.1 Impacts
43.1.1 Northwestern pond turtle

The SVID ditch in the Study Area provides potential habitat for northwestern pond turtle. Some
water will be diverted away from the ditch; however, it will be done during times of high-water
flows. Thus, water availability to northwestern pond turtlesis not expected to be reduced and
impacts to northwestern pond turtles occurring in waterways and riverine habitat will be minimal.

Western pond turtles could al so use upland habitats adjacent to the SVID ditch in the Study Area
for nesting. If nests are present, they could be crushed by vehicles and equipment.

4.3.2 Recommendations

The following measures are recommended to protect northwestern pond turtles where work will
occur within 330 feet of alake, pond, perennia or ephemeral stream, or channelized water body
such asthe SVID ditch.

o A Worker Environmental Awareness Training will be conducted for al contractors, work
crews, and any onsite personnel prior to the start of construction. The training will cover
identification of all special-status species that may be encountered during project
implementation, their status, avoidance measures, and possible penalties for non-compliance.
The crew members should sign a sign-in sheet documenting that they received the training.

o All vehicle travel will be restricted to established roadways and access routes. The speed limit
will be observed where posted, and where there is no posted speed limit, vehicles will travel
no more than 15 miles per hour.

e Disturbance to vegetation will be limited to the minimum amount necessary and will consist
of only minor trampling or crushing of grass or herbaceous species. No excavation, grading,
or earth moving will occur as part of project implementation.

e For any work that will occur outside of existing roads and agricultural land cover, a pre-
construction survey for northwestern pond turtles and their nests will be conducted by a
qualified biologist within 14 days of project activities. If northwestern pond turtle nests are
found, a 100-foot no-disturbance buffer will be established around the nest. The buffer will
remain in place until the eggs have hatched, the juvenile turtles have dispersed, and the nest is
no longer active.

e If northwestern pond turtles are found in work or adjacent to work areas during project
implementation, work will stop within 100 feet of the turtle. The turtle will be allowed to
leave the work area on its own; the turtle will not be captured or handled. Work may resume
once the turtle has |eft the area and is no longer in danger of being harmed.
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4.4 Special-Status Birds

4.4.1 Impacts

4.4.1.1 Common Raptor Species
Common Migratory Bird Species

Common raptor and migratory bird species may nest in trees, shrubs, on the ground, or on
structures on or adjacent to the project sites. Any project activity that occurs outside of existing
roads could result in direct mortality to nesting migratory birds or birds of prey should they be
present on or adjacent to the project site at the time of project implementation through removal
of, damage to, or abandonment of eggs or young. Diversion of water onto the groundwater
recharge parcels and vehicle use on existing roads is not anticipated to impact nesting birds.

4.4.2 Recommendations

The project could result in take of nesting birds protected under 50 CFR 10 of the MBTA and/or
Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code. The following measures are recommended
to protect nesting birds from project impacts.

o Project work will occur outside of the nesting season (February 1-September 15) to the
extent feasible. If vehicle or equipment use outside of existing roads must occur during the
nesting season, a qualified biologist will conduct a pre-project survey for active nests on and
adjacent to the project site. The pre-project survey will be conducted within 14 days prior to
commencement of project activities. If no active nests are found during the pre-project
survey, no additional measures are required. If project activities do not commence within 14
days of the pre-project survey, or halts for more than 14 days, an additional pre-project
survey isrequired.

e If anactive nest islocated on or adjacent to the project footprint, an appropriate buffer zone
will be established around the nest, as determined by the qualified biologist. The biologist
will mark the buffer zone with construction tape or pin flags and maintain the buffer zone
until the end of breeding season or until the young have successfully fledged or the nest is
determined to no longer be active. Buffer zones are typically 50-100 feet for migratory bird
nests and 250-500 feet for bird of prey nests. Buffer size will be determined by the qualified
biologist based on the species of bird, the location of the nest relative to the project, project
activities during the time the nest is active, and other project-specific conditions.

o If establishing thetypica buffer zoneisimpractical, the qualified biologist may reduce the
buffer depending on the species and conduct daily monitoring to ensure the nest is not
disturbed and no forced fledging occurs. Daily monitoring will occur during pump set-up and
for thefirst day of diversion operation.

4.5 Special-Status Fish

45.1 Impacts
45.1.1 Impacts to Salmonids

Thetiming of Flood-MAR water diversions (December 1 through March 31) overlaps with the
timing of spawning, rearing, and emigrating for salmonids known to be present within the area.
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The primary diversion point within the watershed is Y oung's Dam at river mile 46, potentialy
impacting alarge portion of the Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and steelhead spawning and
rearing area within the watershed.

Chinook salmon spawning primarily occurs just downstream of the diversion point and is
therefore vulnerable to reduced instream flows from Flood-MAR diversions. Reduced instream
flows could reduce depths and vel ocities within spawning grounds reducing available habitat for
spawning. The currently proposed diversion of no more than 10 percent of Scott River flow over
440 cfs (or 362 cfs [see Project Description]) and not more than 30 cfs should be protective of
passage and habitat. Additionally, Flood-MAR operations from the previous year may benefit
salmonids during critically dry years when recharged groundwater may assist in maintaining
stream connectivity, as recharge water that is released back to the Scott River can increase river
base flowsin the late spring and summer months following the diversion and recharge season
(Fogliaet d., 2013; SVID, 2023).

In recent history, during critical dry years, the Scott River was intermittent with only isolated
poolsin summer until December (SRCD 2023, SCRD 2022) which impacted Chinook spawning.
Because diversions for Flood-MAR are unlikely to occur during Critically Dry years, when flows
do not exceed the 440 cfs threshold, it is unlikdly that such conditions will be created or
exacerbated by diversions.

SONCC Coho sailmon and KMP steelhead spawning primarily occurs in tributaries to the Scott
River or upstream of Young's Dam and are unlikely to be impacted directly by decreasesin
instream flows from Flood-MAR diversions.

Naturally spawned UK TR fall-run Chinook juveniles emerge from December through March and
rear in freshwater for 1 month to 1 year before migrating downstream into the Klamath River
after afew weeks (Moyle et al. 2015). SONCC Coho fry emerge from the gravel from February
to July. Juveniles may rear in freshwater for 1 month to 1 year, before emigrating from natal
tributaries (NOAA 2014, SRWC 2018). KMP Steelhead fry emerge from December to April,
rearing for 1-3 years before migrating (NRC 2004). Salmonid fry and juveniles are susceptible to
being entrained in unscreened water diversions. In general, the greater the proportion of flow
taken by a diversion, the more likely the diversion isto have a negative impact on local salmon
populations through entrainment (Moyle et a. 2015). The diversion structure is currently
equipped with fish screening that meets California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
recommended design guidelines. Since the existing diversion point for the project is screened to
prevent salmonid entrainment, emigrating juveniles are unlikely to be entrained.

45.1.2 Impacts to Lamprey

Thetiming of Flood-MAR water diversions (December 1 through March 31) overlaps when
lamprey adults as well astheir larvae (ammocoetes) may be present in the watershed. Although
limited information about the timing and distribution of lamprey presence within the watershed is
largely unknown, the primary habitats utilized by lamprey are found throughout the watershed,
including spawning which likely occurs in upper tributaries of the watershed and rearing in the
lower reaches of the mainsteam. Ammaocoetes of all species are impacted by water diversions and

Flood-MAR Technical and Regulatory Assistance Program 4-5 ESA/D201901028.03
Biological Site Assessment for the Scott Valley Recharge Project June 2024



4. Impacts and Recommendations

irrigation withdrawals, and other activities associated with farming that eliminate backwater areas
required by ammocoetes. Ammocoetes of all species are also susceptible to being entrained in
unscreened water diversions (Moyle et al. 2015). Additionally, water diversions may also dry up
portions of streams where ammaocoetes occupy. One dewatering event can have a significant
effect on alocal lamprey populations (Streif 2008). With no information available on the
probability of occurrence of lamprey in project waterways, the assessment of entrainment risk
completed for salmon above is also applied to lampreys.

45.1.3 Impacts to Lower Klamath Marbled Sculpin

Lower Klamath marbled Sculpin are likely to be present year-round, including during the timing
of Flood-MAR water diversions (December 1 through March 31). Although limited information
about the distribution of sculpin presence within the watershed is largely unknown, the primary
habitats utilized by sculpin are found throughout the watershed. Larvae are susceptible to being
entrained in unscreened water diversions (Moyle et a. 2015). Additionally, water diversions may
also dry up or reduce flows portions of streams where individuals occupy. With no information
available on the probability of occurrence of Lower Klamath Marbled Sculpin in project
waterways, the assessment of entrainment risk completed for salmon aboveis also applied to
sculpin.

45.2 Recommendations

In reaches of project waterways where juvenile samon and other protected fish species are likely
to occur, fish screening will be maintained to minimize risk of entrainment at the point of
diversion. During the diversion period, biological monitoring crews will aready be conducting
surveys monitoring the passage and spawning of salmon and steelhead within the watershed.
These will be supplemented with additional surveys, conducted by quaified SRWT and/or SRCD
biologists approximately 100 feet above and below Y oung’s Dam and the SVID point of
diversion. These surveys would document spawning redds, monitor redd dewatering, monitor for
stranding risk, and monitor for changesin available habitat in the direct vicinity of the diversion.
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Query Criteria:

Quad<span style="color:Red'> IS </span>(Russell Peak (4112268)<span style="color:Red'> OR </span>Greenview (4112258)<span

style="color:Red"> OR </span>Etna (4112248)<span style="color:Red'> OR </span>Indian Creek Baldy (4112267)<span style='color:Red">
OR </span>Fort Jones (4112257)<span style="color:Red'> OR </span>McConaughy Gulch (4112247)<span style="color:Red'> OR
</span>Yreka (4112266)<span style='color:Red> OR </span>Duzel Rock (4112256)<span style='color:Red> OR </span>Gazelle Mtn.

(4112246))

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSCor FP

Accipiter atricapillus ABNKC12061 None None G5 S3 SSC
American goshawk

Ambystoma macrodactylum sigillatum AAAAAQ01085 None None G5T4 S2 SSC
southern long-toed salamander

Antigone canadensis tabida ABNMKO01014 None Threatened G5T5 S2 FP
greater sandhill crane

Aquila chrysaetos ABNKC22010  None None G5 S3 FP
golden eagle

Ardea herodias ABNGAO04010  None None G5 S4
great blue heron

Balsamorhiza lanata PDAST11047 None None G3 S3 1B.2
woolly balsamroot

Balsamorhiza sericea PDAST110CO None None G3 S3 1B.3
silky balsamroot

Bombus crotchii IIHYM24480 None Candidate G2 S2
Crotch's bumble bee Endangered

Bombus morrisoni IIHYM24460 None None G3 S1S2
Morrison bumble bee

Bombus occidentalis IIHYM24252 None Candidate G3 S1
western bumble bee Endangered

Botrychium pinnatum PPOPH010VO  None None G5 S2 2B.3
northwestern moonwort

Calochortus persistens PMLILOD140 None Rare G2 S2 1B.2
Siskiyou mariposa-lily

Chaenactis suffrutescens PDAST200HO  None None G2G3 S2S3 1B.3
Shasta chaenactis

Corynorhinus townsendii AMACCO08010 None None G4 S2 SSC
Townsend's big-eared bat

Cottus klamathensis polyporus AFC4E02153 None None GAT2T4 S254 SSC
Lower Klamath marbled sculpin

Cryptantha dissita PDBOROAOH2 None None G3 S3 1B.2
serpentine cryptantha

Emys marmorata ARAADO02030 Proposed None G3G4 S3 SSC
western pond turtle Threatened

Erethizon dorsatum AMAFJ01010 None None G5 S3
North American porcupine
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP
Eriogonum umbellatum var. lautum PDPGN086UX  None None G5T1 S1 1B.1
Scott Valley buckwheat
Eriogonum ursinum var. erubescens PDPGNO08632 None None G3G4T3 S3 1B.3
blushing wild buckwheat
Erythronium hendersonii PMLILOUO70 None None G4 S2 2B.3
Henderson's fawn lily
Eurybia merita PDASTEBO30 None None G5 S3 2B.3
subalpine aster
Falco mexicanus ABNKDO06090 None None G5 S4 WL
prairie falcon
Frasera albicaulis var. modocensis PDGENO05018 None None G5T3T4 S2S3 2B.3
Modoc green-gentian
Galium serpenticum ssp. scotticum PDRUBON1Y6 None None G4G5T2 S2 1B.2
Scott Mountain bedstraw
Hydroporus leechi 1ICOL55040 None None G1? S2S3
Leech's skyline diving beetle
Hymenoxys lemmonii PDAST530C0 None None G4 S2S3 2B.2
alkali hymenoxys
Juncus dudleyi PMJUNO01390 None None G5 S1 2B.3
Dudley's rush
Limnanthes floccosa ssp. floccosa PDLIM02043 None None G4T4 S3 4.2
woolly meadowfoam
Lomatium peckianum PDAPI1B1GO None None G4 S1 2B.2
Peck's lomatium
Mitellastra caulescens PDSAXONO020 None None G5 S4 4.2
leafy-stemmed mitrewort
Monadenia infumata ochromphalus IMGASC7051 None None G2T1T2 S1S2
yellow-based sideband
Nebria gebleri siskiyouensis 1ICOL6L091 None None G4G5T4 S1S2
Siskiyou ground beetle
Orthocarpus pachystachyus PDSCR1HOLO None None Gl S1 1B.1
Shasta orthocarpus
Pekania pennanti AMAJF01020 None None G5 S2S3 SSC
Fisher
Phacelia greenei PDHYDOC1VO None None G2 S2 1B.2
Scott Valley phacelia
Phlox hirsuta PDPLMOD100  Endangered Endangered Gl S1 1B.2
Yreka phlox
Plethodon asupak AAAAD12560 None Threatened G1G2 S3
Scott Bar salamander
Polemonium carneum PDPLMOEO50 None None G3G4 S2 2B.2
Oregon polemonium
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP
Ptilidium californicum NBHEP2U010  None None G4G5 S3s4 4.3
Pacific fuzzwort
Rana boylii pop. 1 AAABH01051 None None G3T4 S4 SSC
foothill yellow-legged frog - north coast DPS
Rana cascadae AAABHO01060 None Candidate G3 S3 SSC
Cascades frog Endangered
Riparia riparia ABPAU08010 None Threatened G5 S3
bank swallow
Sabulina howellii PDCAROGOFO  None None G4 S3 1B.3
Howell's sandwort
Scirpus pendulus PMCYP0Q160 None None G5 S1 2B.2
pendulous bulrush
Sidalcea oregana ssp. eximia PDMAL110K9 None None G5T1 S1 1B.2
coast checkerbloom
Smilax jamesii PMSMI010D0O None None G3G4 S354 4.2
English Peak greenbrier
Stygobromus mysticus ICMALO5A00 None None Gl S1
Secret Cave amphipod
Trifolium siskiyouense PDFAB402S0 None None GH SH 1B.1

Siskiyou clover

Record Count: 49
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CNPS Rare Plant Inventory

Search Results

CNPS Rare Plant Inventory | Search Results

CALIFORNIA
NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

23 matches found. Click on scientific name for details

Search Criteria: CRPR is one of [1A:1B:2A:2B], Quad is one of [4112268:4112258:4112248:4112267:4112257:4112247:4112266:4112256:4112246]

A SCIENTIFIC
NAME

Balsamorhiza

lanata

Balsamorhiza

sericea

Botrychium
pinnatum

Calochortus

persistens

Chaenactis

suffrutescens

Cryptantha

dissita

https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/result?frm=T&crpr=1A:1B:2A:2B&sl=1&quad=4112268:4112258:4112248:4112267:4112257:4112247:4112266:4112256:4112246:&elev=:m:0

COMMON

NAME FAMILY
woolly Asteraceae
balsamroot

silky Asteraceae
balsamroot

northwestern Ophioglossaceae
moonwort

Siskiyou Liliaceae
mariposa-lily

Shasta Asteraceae
chaenactis

serpentine Boraginaceae
cryptantha

CA
RARE LOWEST HIGHEST
BLOOMING FED STATE STATE PLANT GENERAL ELEVATION ELEVATION
LIFEFORM PERIOD LIST LIST RANK RANK HABITATS MICROHABITATS (FT) (FT) PHOTO
perennial Apr-Jun  None None S3 1B.2 Cismontane Rocky, Volcanic 2625 6215
herb woodland
©2015
John
Doyen
perennial Apr- None None S3 1B.3 Lower 2790 6990
herb May(Jun- montane
Jul) coniferous ©2021
forest Scot Loring
(serpentinite)
perennial Jul-Oct None None S2 2B.3  Lower Mesic 5805 6695
rhizomatous montane
herb coniferous
forest,
Meadows ©2020
and seeps, Belinda Lo
Upper
montane
coniferous
forest
perennial Jun-Jul None CR S2 1B.2 Lower Acidic, Rocky 3280 6105
bulbiferous montane
herb coniferous ©2014
forest, North Scot Loring
Coast
coniferous
forest
perennial May-Sep None None S2S3 1B.3 Lower Sandy, 2460 9185
herb montane Serpentine
coniferous ©2015
forest, Upper Steve
montane Matson
coniferous
forest
annual herb Apr-dJun  None None S3 1B.2  Chaparral 1295 1905
(serpentinite)
©2019
Terry
Gosliner
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Eriogonum Scott Valley  Polygonaceae
umbellatum  buckwheat

var. lautum

Eriogonum blushing wild Polygonaceae
ursinum var.  buckwheat

erubescens

Erythronium  Henderson's Liliaceae
hendersonii ~ fawn lily

Eurybia merita subalpine Asteraceae

aster

Frasera Modoc green- Gentianaceae
albicaulis var. gentian

modocensis

Galium Scott Rubiaceae
serpenticum  Mountain

ssp. scotticum bedstraw

Hymenoxys alkali Asteraceae
lemmonii hymenoxys

Juncus dudleyi Dudley's rush Juncaceae

Peck's

lomatium

Lomatium Apiaceae

peckianum

perennial
herb

perennial
herb

perennial
bulbiferous
herb

perennial
herb

perennial
herb

perennial
herb

perennial
herb

perennial
herb

perennial
herb
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Jul-Sep None None S1 1B.1
Jun-Sep  None None S3 1B.3
Apr-Jul None None S2 2B.3

None None S3 2B.3
May-Jul  None None S2S3 2B.3

May-Aug None None S2

1B.2

(May)Jun- None None S2S3 2B.2

Aug(Sep)

Jul-Aug  None None S1

Apr- None None S1
May(Jun)

2B.3

2B.2

Cismontane Flats, Gravelly,

woodland, Sandy
Lower

montane

coniferous

forest

Chaparral Rocky, Scree,

(montane),  Talus
Lower

montane
coniferous

forest

Lower
montane
coniferous

forest

Upper
montane
coniferous

forest

Great Basin  Openings
grassland,

Upper

montane

coniferous

forest

(sometimes)

Lower
montane
coniferous
forest

(serpentinite)

Great Basin
scrub, Lower
montane
coniferous
forest,
Meadows
and seeps

(subalkaline)

Lower
montane
coniferous
forest

(mesic)

Chaparral, Volcanic
Cismontane

woodland,

Lower

montane

coniferous

forest,

Pinyon and

juniper

woodland

https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/result?frm=T&crpr=1A:1B:2A:2B&sl=1&quad=4112268:4112258:4112248:4112267:4112257:4112247:4112266:4112256:4112246:&elev=:m:0

2625 2955

©2007
Dean Wm.

Taylor, Ph.D

2460 6235

©2008
Sierra
Pacific

Industries

985 5250

© 2021

Scot Loring

4265 6840

©2014
Richard

Spellenberg

2955 5740

©2009 Keir

Morse

3280 6810

©2011
Steve

Matson

785 11125

© 2006
Steve

Matson

1200 6560

© 2017
Dean Wm.

Taylor

2295 5905

©2011
Steve

Matson
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Orthocarpus

Shasta

pachystachyus orthocarpus

Phacelia

greenei

Phlox hirsuta

Polemonium

carneum

Sabulina

howellii

Scirpus
pendulus

Sidalcea
oregana ssp.

eximia

Trifolium

siskiyouense

Showing 1 to 23 of 23 entries

Scott Valley

phacelia

Yreka phlox

Oregon

polemonium

Howell's

sandwort

pendulous
bulrush

coast

checkerbloom

Siskiyou
clover

Suggested Citation:

Orobanchaceae annual herb

Hydrophyllaceae annual herb

Polemoniaceae perennial
herb

Polemoniaceae perennial
herb

Caryophyllaceae perennial
herb

Cyperaceae perennial
rhizomatous

herb

Malvaceae perennial

herb

Fabaceae perennial

herb

May

Apr-dun

Apr-Jun

Apr-Sep

Apr-Jul

Jun-Aug

Jun-Aug

Jun-Jul
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None None S1

None None S2

FE CE S1

None None S2

None None S3

None None S1

None None S1

None None SH

1B.1

1B.2

1B.2

2B.2

1B.3

2B.2

1B.2

1B.1

Great Basin
scrub,
Meadows
and seeps,
Valley and
foothill
grassland

Closed-cone Serpentine
coniferous
forest, Lower
montane
coniferous
forest,
Subalpine
coniferous
forest, Upper
montane
coniferous

forest

Lower Serpentine,

montane Talus
coniferous

forest, Upper
montane
coniferous

forest

Coastal
prairie,
Coastal
scrub, Lower
montane
coniferous
forest

Chaparral, Serpentine
Lower

montane

coniferous

forest

Marshes and
swamps
(freshwater),
Meadows
and seeps

(mesic)

Lower
montane
coniferous
forest,
Meadows
and seeps,
North Coast
coniferous

forest

Meadows Streambanks

and seeps  (sometimes)

(mesic)

https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/result?frm=T&crpr=1A:1B:2A:2B&sl=1&quad=4112268:4112258:4112248:4112267:4112257:4112247:4112266:4112256:4112246:&elev=:m:0

2755 2790

©2022
Julie

Kierstead

2625 8005

© 2011
Steve

Matson

2690 4920

©2015
John

Doyen

0 6005

©2018
John

Doyen

1805 3280

©2015
John

Doyen

2625 3280

Keir Morse

(2008)

15 4395
No Photo

Available

2885 4920
No Photo

Available
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Yreka Fish And Wildlife Office
1829 South Oregon Street
Yreka, CA 96097-3446
Phone: (530) 842-5763 Fax: (530) 842-4517

In Reply Refer To: 05/02/2024 23:21:34 UTC
Project Code: 2024-0085401
Project Name: Scott Valley Recharge Project

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the [PaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(©)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
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evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-consultation-
handbook.pdf

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional,
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more
information regarding these Acts, see https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what-
we-do.

The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to
comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and
recommended conservation measures, see https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation-
migratory-birds.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit
to our office.
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Attachment(s):

= Official Species List

OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Yreka Fish And Wildlife Office
1829 South Oregon Street
Yreka, CA 96097-3446

(530) 842-5763
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PROJECT SUMMARY

Project Code: 2024-0085401

Project Name: Scott Valley Recharge Project
Project Type: Drainage Project

Project Description: The Scott Valley Groundwater Recharge Project (Project) developed by
the Scott Valley Irrigation District (SVID) is a Flood-MAR pilot project
that would divert surface water from Scott River during high flow events
for underground storage.

Project Location:

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/@41.6273074,-122.88614504299954,14z

B TAT 7 B A R fLA=T = T robi

Counties: Siskiyou County, California
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ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES

There is a total of 11 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries!, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.
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MAMMALS
NAME

Gray Wolf Canis lupus
Population: U.S.A.: All of AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, IN, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA,
MD, ME, M1, MO, MS, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OK, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, VA,
VT, WI, and WV; and portions of AZ, NM, OR, UT, and WA. Mexico.
There is final critical habitat for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4488

North American Wolverine Gulo gulo luscus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123

BIRDS
NAME

Northern Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis caurina
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1123

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus
Population: Western U.S. DPS
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911

REPTILES
NAME

Northwestern Pond Turtle Actinemys marmorata
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1111

INSECTS
NAME

Franklin's Bumble Bee Bombus franklini
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7022

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

CRUSTACEANS
NAME

Conservancy Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta conservatio
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.

STATUS
Endangered

Threatened

STATUS

Threatened

Threatened

STATUS

Proposed
Threatened

STATUS
Endangered

Candidate

STATUS
Endangered

6 of 8


https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4488
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1123
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1111
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7022
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Project code: 2024-0085401 05/02/2024 23:21:34 UTC

NAME STATUS

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8246

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi Threatened
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498
Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Lepidurus packardi Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2246

FLOWERING PLANTS
NAME STATUS

Yreka Phlox Phlox hirsuta Endangered
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8243

CRITICAL HABITATS

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.

YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION

Agency: Private Entity

Name: Jessica Orsolini
Address: 2600 Capitol Avenue
Address Line 2: Suite 200

City: Sacramento

State: CA

Zip: 95816

Email horseyjess@gmail.com
Phone: 9167705035
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Special-Status Species:
Potential to Occur



Listing Status:

Potential for Occurrence

Scientific Name Common Name Federal/State/Other Habitat Description at the Project Site
Invertebrates
Bombus crotchii Crotch’s bumble --/CE/-- May inhabit open grassland and scrub. Current range is primarily adjacent Low: The study area is
bee foothills around the Central Valley. Largely extirpated from agricultural and outside the current range of
urban areas of the Central Valley. this species. The project will
not impact grassland or
scrub habitat.
Bombus franklini Franklin's FE/CE/-- Franklin’s bumble bee is thought to have the most limited distribution of all Low: The study area does
bumble bee known North American bumble bee species and one of the most limited not contain the typical
geographic distributions of any bumble bee in the world. This species lives in habitat where this species is
an approximately 13,000 square mile area of the Klamath Mountain region of currently found.
southern Oregon and northern California. They can be found in grassy coastal
prairies and coast range mountain meadows, near seeps and other wet
meadow environments. Habitat must include floral resources for nectaring
throughout the colony cycle and relatively protected areas for breeding and
sheltering.
Bombus occidentalis Western bumble --/CE/-- Prior to 1998, the western bumble bee was both common and widespread Low: The study area does
bee throughout the western United States and western Canada. Since 1998, this not contain the typical
bumble bee has undergone a drastic decline throughout some areas of its habitat where this species is
former range. Populations from central California to southern British Columbia | currently found.
and west of the Sierra-Cascade Ranges have declined sharply since the late
1990s. There have been significant range losses in these regions, particularly
from lower elevation sites in California, western Oregon and western
Washington. In California, it historically occurred from sea level to over 8,000
feet and was found in a variety of habitat types including shrublands, chaparral,
gardens and urban parks. It currently is observed in high elevation meadows,
forests, riparian areas in the Sierra Nevada and Cascades as well as in coastal
grasslands in northern California. As generalist foragers, they do not depend
on any one flower type. The feed on nectar and pollen from flowers and nest
and hibernate in abandoned rodent burrows and bird nests.
Branchinecta Conservancy FE/--/-- Occurs in swales in grassland communities and in large turbid vernal pools, None. There is no habitat
conservatio fairy shrimp where rooted vegetation is absent. Known from eight populations in CA: Vina for this species in the study
Plains, Butte and Tehama counties.; Sacramento National Wildlife Refuge, area. The study area is
Glenn County; Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area, Yolo County; Jepson Prairie, Solano | outside the known range of
County; Mapes Ranch, Stanislaus County; University of CA, Merced, Merced this species.
County; Grasslands Ecological Area, Merced County; and Los Padres National
Forest, Ventura County.
Branchinecta lynchi Vernal pool fairy FT/--/-- Endemic to the grasslands of the central valley, central coast mountains, and None. There is no habitat

shrimp

south coast mountains, in astatic rain-filled pools. Inhabit small, clear-water
sandstone-depression pools and grassed swale, earth slump, or basalt-flow
depression pools.

for this species in the study
area. The study area is
outside the known range of
this species.




Listing Status:

Potential for Occurrence

Scientific Name Common Name Federal/State/Other Habitat Description at the Project Site
Danaus plexippus Monarch FC/eef-- Overwinters within wind-protected groves of trees (primarily Monterey pine None. The study area
plexippus pop. 1 butterfly — [Pinus radiata], Monterey cypress [Hesp_eroc_yparls macrocarpal, and _ occurs outside the range of
California eucalyptus [Eucalyptus spp.]) along California coast from northern Mendocino the overwintering
overwintering County squth to Baja Californi_a typically near_wat_er and nectar sources. During population. The project will
population the breeding season, the_ r_eqwred host plant is milkweed (Asclepias spp.) for not impact habitat suitable
development, egg deposition, and nectar. for this species.
Lepidurus packardi Vernal pool FE/-/-- Typically occurs in large, deep vernal pools, but can also make use of smaller None. There is no habitat
tadpole shrimp pools within larger vernal pool complexes. for this species in the study
area. The study area is
outside the known range of
this species.
Fish
Cottus klamathensis Lower Klamath --ISSC/-- Cold, freshwater streams and rivers with coarse substrates. Common in the High. This species is known
polyporus marbled sculpin Klamath River drainage from Iron Gate Dam downstream to the mouth of the to inhabit waterbodies within
Trinity River. the study area.
Oncorhynchus Coho Salmon — FT/SSCI/-- Early life stages spent rearing in cold, freshwater streams and rivers, usually in High. This species is known
kisutch Southern pools. Adult life stages spend time in the ocean before returning to freshwater to inhabit waterbodies within
Oregon/Northern to spawn. Adult habitat includes deep cold-water pools and riffles. Species the study area.
California Coast occurs throughout the Western coastlines of the United States and Canada.
ESU ESU occurs throughout the Southern Oregon and Northern California
Coastlines.
Oncorhynchus Chinook Salmon --ISSC/-- Early life stages spent rearing in cold, freshwater streams and rivers, usually in High. This species is known
tshawytscha — Upper pools. Adult life stages spend time in the ocean before returning to freshwater to inhabit waterbodies within
Klamath-Trinity to spawn. Adult habitat includes deep cold-water pools and riffles. Species the study area.
Rivers ESU occurs throughout the Western coastlines of the United States and Canada.
ESU occurs throughout the Klamath and Trinity river watersheds.
Oncorhynchus mykiss | Steelhead — --ISSC/-- Early life stages spent rearing in cold, freshwater streams and rivers, usually in High. This species is known
Klamath pools. Adult life stages spend time in the ocean before returning to freshwater to inhabit waterbodies within
Mountains to spawn. Adult habitat includes deep cold-water pools and riffles. Species the study area.
Province DPS occurs throughout the Western coastlines of the United States and Canada.
DPS occurs in the Klamath River basin and streams north to the EIk River,
Oregon, including the Smith (California) and Rogue (Oregon) rivers.
Entosphenus Pacific Lamprey --/SSC/-- Early life stage spent rearing in cold, freshwater streams and rivers, in silty High. This species is known
tridentatus substrate. Adult life stages spend time in the ocean before returning to to inhabit waterbodies within
freshwater to spawn. the study area.
Lampetra similis Klamath River --/SSC/-- Very little is known about the habitat requirements and distribution. Generally, Moderate. This species is

Lamprey

cold, freshwater streams, lakes, and other waterbodies within the Klamath
River basin.

believed to inhabit
waterbodies within the study
area, however distribution
data is lacking.




Listing Status:

Potential for Occurrence

Scientific Name Common Name Federal/State/Other Habitat Description at the Project Site

Lampetra ayersi Western River --ISSC/-- Very little is known about the habitat requirements and distribution. Generally, Moderate. This species is
Lamprey cold, freshwater streams along the Western Coasts of the United States and believed to inhabit

Canada as well as nearby marine environments as adults. waterbodies within the study
area, however distribution
data is lacking.

Entosphenus Miller Lake --ISSC/-- Very little is known about the habitat requirements and distribution. Generally, Low. This species is

minimus Lamprey cold, freshwater streams, lakes, and other waterbodies within the Klamath believed to inhabit

River basin. waterbodies within the study
area, however distribution
data is lacking and
abundances in the Scott
River are assumed to be
very low.

Amphibians

Ambystoma Southern long- --/ISSCl-- Occurs in the Sierra Nevada from the vicinity of the Stanislaus River north Low. The study area does

macrodactylum toed salamander through the mountains of California. Found primarily in yellow pine, mixed not contain habitat for this

sigillatum conifer, and red fir forests associated with mountain meadows. Found from species.
near sea level to 9,180 feet. Adults are mostly subterranean except during
breeding migrations which are probably less than 3,280 feet. Mostly nocturnal
on the surface. Breeds primarily in temporary ponds formed by winter and
spring rains and snowmelt. Higher elevation populations may require
permanent ponds due to slow larvae development. The few existing
populations are very restricted.

Plethodon asupak Scott Bar -IST/-- Found in a very small area of the Siskiyou Mountains in extreme northern None. There is no habitat

salamander Siskiyou County near the confluence of the Klamath and Scott Rivers. for this species in the study
Associated with rocky forested areas, especially thick moss-covered talus. area.

Rana boylii pop. 1 Foothill yellow- --/ISSCI-- Found in or near shaded rocky streams in a variety of habitats, including valley- | Low. There is no suitable
legged frog — foothills hardwood, valley-foothill hardwood-conifer, valley-foothill riparian, aquatic habitat for this
north coast DPS ponderosa pine, mixed conifer, coastal scrub, mixed chaparral, and wet species in the study area.

meadow types. Egg clusters are attached to gravel or rocks in moving water
near stream margins. This species is rarely encountered (even on rainy nights)
far from permanent water. Its elevation range extends from near sea level to
6,370 feet in the Sierra.
Rana cascadae Cascades frog --ICE, SSC/-- Found in montane aquatic habitats such as mountain lakes, small streams, and | Low. The study area does

ponds in meadows and open coniferous forest. Standing water is required for
reproduction. Hibernates in mud on the bottom on lakes and ponds during the
winter.

not contain habitat for this
species.
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Reptiles
Actinemys (=Emys) Northwestern PFT/SSC/-- Highly aquatic species found in a broad range of aquatic habitats including Moderate. The SVID ditch
marmorata pond turtle rivers and streams, permanent lakes, ponds, reservoirs, settling ponds, and Scott River provides
marshes, and other inundated wetlands. May use brackish, semi-permanent, or | potential habitat for
ephemeral features when inundated. Requires basking sites and loose soil in northwestern pond turtle.
surrounding uplands suitable for nest excavation. Occurs throughout non-
desert CA from 0 to 6,700 feet. Isolated populations are known from the
Mojave River, Susan River, Truckee River, Carson River, and Klamath Basin
Birds
Accipiter atricapillus American --/ISSC/-- Breeds in the North Coast Ranges, Sierra Nevada, Klamath, Cascade, and Low. The study area does
goshawk Warner Mountains. Prefers middle and higher elevations in mature, dense not contain habitat for this
conifer forests. Habitat requirements include meadows and riparian habitat. species. Goshawks typically
Casual in winter along north coast, throughout foothills, and in northern do not nest near areas of
deserts. Usually nests near water on north slopes in the densest parts of human habitation.
stands, staying close to openings. In the cismontante Ponderosa pine zone,
northern goshawks are known to nest down to approximately 2,500 feet. Nest
stands consistently have larger trees, greater canopy cover, and relatively
more open understories than stands lacking nests. Goshawks generally do not
nest near areas of human habitation or paved roads.
Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle --IFP/-- Uncommon permanent resident and migrant throughout California, except in Low. There is no suitable
the central portion of the Central Valley. Perhaps more common in southern nesting habitat for this
California than in northern California. Ranges from sea level up to 11,500 feet. species in the study area.
Typically inhabits rolling foothills, mountainous areas, sage-juniper flats, and
deserts. Uses secluded cliffs with overhanging ledges and large trees for
cover. Nest on cliffs of all heights and in large trees in open areas. Rugged,
open habitats with canyons and escarpments are used most frequently for
nesting. Needs open terrain for hunting.
Coccyzus americanus | Western yellow- FT/CE/-- Uncommon to rare summer resident of valley foothill and desert riparian None. The study area does

occidentalis

billed cuckoo

habitats in scattered locations in CA. Breeding populations known from the
Colorado River, Sacramento and Owens valleys, along the South Fork of the
Kern River (Kern Co.), along the Santa Ana River (Riverside Co.), and along
the Amargosa River (Inyo & San Bernardino cos). They may also nest along
San Luis Rey River (San Diego Co.). Nests in dense cover of deciduous trees
and shrubs, especially willows, which usually abut a slow-moving watercourse,
backwater or seep. Also utilizes adjacent orchards, especially walnuts, in the
Central Valley.

not contain the valley foothill
or desert riparian habitat
used by this species. The
study area is outside the
current known range of this
species.
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Riparia riparia Bank swallow --/ST/-- Found primarily west of California’s deserts in riparian and other lowland Low. While multiple records
habitats during the spring-fall period. In summer, restricted to riparian, of this species occur along
lacustrine, and coastal areas with vertical banks, bluffs, and cliffs with fine the Scott River adjacent to
textured sandy soils, into which it digs nesting holes. Approximately 75% of the | the west side of the study
breeding population in California occurs along the banks of the Sacramento area, the SVID ditch and
and Feather Rivers in the northern Central Valley. Other colonies are known Scott River at the point of
from the central coast from Monterey to San Mateo counties, and in diversion do not contain the
northeastern California in Shasta, Siskiyou, Lassen, Plumas, and Modoc vertical banks, bluff, or cliffs
counties. Breeding colonies can have between 10 and 1,500, but typically necessary for nesting for by
between 100 and 200, nesting pairs. species.

Strix occidentalis Northern spotted FT/ST/-- Resides in dense, old-growth, multi-layered mixed conifer, redwood, and Low. The study area does

caurina ow! Douglas-fir habitats, from sea level up to 7,545 feet. Feeds in forest habitats not contain the dense, old
upon a variety of small mammals, including flying squirrels, woodrats, mice and | growth conifer habitats used
voles, and rabbits. Also eats small birds, bats, and large arthropods by this species.

Mammals

Canis lupus Gray wolf FE/SE/-- Habitat generalist historically occupying diverse habitats including tundra, Low. The closest known
forests, grasslands, and deserts. Primary habitat requirements are the wolf pack home range is
presence of adequate ungulate prey, water, and low human contact. This currently located over 20
native species was likely extirpated from California in the 1920s. Wolves have miles to the east-northeast
returned to California on their own by dispersal of individuals from source of the study area.
populations in other states starting in late 2011. Today, California has seven
confirmed wolf packs: Whaleback pack, Lassen pack, Beckwourth pack,
Beyem Seyo pack, Harvey pack, Yowlumni pack, and an unnamed pack in
Sierra and Nevada county. There are two areas of wolf activity in Tehama and
Modoc Counties. There are likely an unknown number of individual wolves that
currently occur in California that may have dispersed from packs in California
or from adjacent states.

Corynorhinus Townsend’s big --ISSC/-- Found throughout California in all but subalpine and alpine habitats and may Low. The study area lacks

townsendii

eared bat

be found at any season throughout its range. Most abundant in mesic habitats.
Requires caves, mines, tunnels, buildings, or other human-made structures for
roosting. May use separate sites for night, day, hibernation, and maternity
roosts. Hibernation sites are located in cold, but not freezing, environments.
Maternity roosts are located in warm environments. Gleans from brush and
trees, or feeds along habitat edges. Extremely sensitive to disturbance of
roosting sites. Shows high site fidelity if undisturbed.

caves, mines, and tunnels
suitable for roosting.
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Gulo gulo luscus North American FT/ST, FT/-- Scarce resident of the north Coast Range and Sierra Nevada. In north coastal Low. The study area lacks
wolverine areas, habitat consists of Douglas fir and mixed conifer habitats. Habitat the mixed conifer habitat

elevation range in the North Coast Range is 1,600 to 4,800 feet. In the northern | used by this species.
Sierra, habitat consists of mixed conifer, red fir, and lodgepole habitats. Habitat | Human activity in the study
elevation range in the northern Sierra is 4,300 to 7,300 feet. In the southern area would be expected to
Sierra, habitats consist of red fir, mixed conifer, lodgepole pine, subalpine deter presence of this
conifer, alpine dwarf-shrub; barren, wet meadows; montane chaparral, and species.
Jeffery Pine. Habitat elevation range in the southern Sierra is 6,400 to 10,800
feet. They excavate their burrows under shelving rock or in logs, caves, or
snags. Wolverines live in remote places, at high elevations, away from human
populations. They naturally occur at low densities and are rarely encountered.

Pekania pennanti Fisher --/SSC/-- Occurs in the Sierra Nevada, Cascades, Klamath Mountains, and the north Low. The study area lacks
Coast Range, above 3,200 feet. Prefers coniferous or deciduous riparian the mixed conifer habitat
habitats with intermediate to large trees and greater than 50% canopy closure. used by this species.
Hollow logs, trees, and snags are important for denning. Mostly nocturnal or
crepuscular. Today, fisher distribution in California is represented by two
populations: northwestern California and the southern Sierra Nevada. Fishers
apparently no longer inhabit the area between the Pit River in the northern
Sierra Nevada/Cascades to the Merced River in the southern Sierra Nevada; a
separation of approximately 270 miles. There is little empirical evidence that
fishers previously inhabited this gap in the Sierra Nevada.

Plants

Balsamorhiza lanata \l;\él(l)soeltlglnroot ~/-11B.2 Perennial herb found in rocky, volcanic substrates of cismontane woodland I(;izvn\;.o-lr;?:r:g \I;or;)?:llan din the
from 2,625 to 6,215 feet. Blooms April through June.

study area.

Balsamorhiza sericea | Silky balsamroot --/--/1B.3 Low. There is no
cismontane woodland in the
study area. The study area

Perennial herb found in serpentinite substrates of lower montane coniferous is at the lower end of the

forest from 2,790 to 6,990 feet. Blooms April through May, sometimes June typical elevation range for

and July. this species. All CNDDB
records for this species are
located southeast of the
study area.

Botrychium pinnatum Northwestern --/--/2B.3 Low. There is no habitat for

moonwort Perennial rhizomatous herb found in mesic substrates of lower montane this species in the study

coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, and upper montane coniferous forest
from 5,805 to 6,695 feet. Blooms July through October.

area. The study area occurs
below the elevation range of
this species.
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Calochortus Siskiyou --[--/1B.2 Perennial bulbiferous herb found in acidic, rocky substrates of lower montane Low. There is no habitat for
persistens mariposa-lily coniferous forest in North Coast coniferous forests from 3,280 to 6,105 feet. this species in the study
Blooms June through July. area. The study area occurs
below the elevation range of
this species.
Chaenactis Shasta --/--11B.3 Perennial herb found in sandy, serpentine substrates of lower montane Moderate. While there is no
suffrutescens chaenactis coniferous forest from 2,460 to 9,185 feet. Blooms May through September. lower montane coniferous
forest in the study area, one
CNDDB record overlaps the
study area near Fort Jones.
Cryptantha dissita Serpentine --/--/1B.2 Annual herb found in sserpentinite chaparral from 1,295 to 1,905 feet. Blooms Low. There is no chaparral
cryptantha April through June. habitat in the study area.
Eriogonum Scott Valley --/--/1B.1 Perennial herb found in flats, gravelly, and sandy substrates in cismontane Low. There is no
umbellatum var. buckwheat woodland and lower montane coniferous forest from 2,625 to 2,955 feet. cismontane woodland or
lautum Blooms July through September. lower montane coniferous
forest in the study area.
Eriogonum ursinum Blushing wild --/--/1B.3 Perennial herb found in rocky, scree, talus habitats of montane chaparral in Low. There is no habitat for
var. erubescens buckwheat lower montane coniferous forest from 2,460 feet to 6,235 feet. Blooms June this species in the study
through September. area.
Erythronium Henderson'’s --/--/2B.3 Perennial bulbiferous herb found in lower montane coniferous forest from 985 Low. There is no lower
hendersonii fawn lily to 5,250 feet. Blooms April through July. montane coniferous forest
in the study area.
Eurybia merita Subalpine aster --/--12B.3 Perennial herb found in upper montane coniferous forest from 4,265 to 6,840 Low. There is no upper
feet. montane coniferous forest
in the study area. The study
area occurs below the
elevation range of this
species.
Frasera albicaulis var. | Modoc green- --/--12B.3 Perennial herb found in openings of Great Basin grassland, sometimes in Low. There is no habitat for
modocensis gentian upper montane coniferous forest from 2,955 to 5,740 feet. Blooms May through | this species in the study
July. area. The study area is at
the lower end of the typical
elevation range for this
species.
Galium serpenticum Scott Mountain --/--11B.2 Perennial herb found in serpentinite substrates in lower montane coniferous Low. There is no lower

Ssp. scotticum

bedstraw

forest from 3,280 to 6,810 feet. Blooms May through August.

montane coniferous forest
in the study area. The study
area occurs below the
elevation range of this
species.
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Hymenoxys lemmonii | Alkali --[--[2B.2 Perennial herb found in subalkaline substrates of Great basin scrub, lower Low. There is no habitat for
hymenoxys montane coniferous forest, and meadows and seeps from 785 to 11,125 feet. this species in the study
Blooms June through August, sometimes May through September. area. All nearby records are
located over 12 miles to the
east around the Shasta
Valley.
Juncus dudleyi Dudley’s rush --/--12B.3 Perennial herb found in mesic lower montane coniferous forest from 1,200 to Low. There is no lower
6,560 feet. Blooms July through August. montane coniferous forest
in the study area.
Lomatium peckianum | Peck’s lomatium --/--12B.2 Perennial herb found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, lower montane Low. There is no habitat for
coniferous forest, volcanic forest, and pinyon juniper woodland from 2,295 to this species in the study
5,905 feet. Blooms April through May (sometimes June). area.
Orthocarpus Shasta -/--/1B.1 Annual herb found in Great Basin scrub, meadows and seeps, and valley and Low. There is no habitat for
pachystachyus orthocarpus foothill grassland from 2,755 feet to 2,790 feet. Blooms in May. this species in the study
area. All nearby records are
located over 12 miles to the
east around the Shasta
Valley.
Phacelia greenei Scott Valley -/--11B.2 Annual herb found in serpentinite substrates of closed-cone coniferous forest, Moderate. While there is no
phacelia lower montane coniferous forest, subalpine coniferous forest, and upper lower montane coniferous
montane coniferous forest from 2,625 to 8,005 feet. Blooms April through June. | forestin the study area, one
CNDDB record overlaps the
study approximately 1.6
mile north of the diversion
point, and others are
scattered nearby.
Phlox hirsuta Yreka phlox FE/SE/1B.2 Perennial herb found in serpentine, talus habitats of lower montane coniferous Low. There are no talus
forest and upper montane coniferous forest from 2,690 to 4,920 feet. Blooms habitats in the study area.
April through June.
Polemomium Oregon --/--12B.2 Perennial herb found in coastal prairie, coastal scrub, and lower montane Low. There is no habitat for
carneum polemonium coniferous forest from 0 to 6,000 feet. Blooms April through September. this species in the study
area.
Sabulina howellii Howell's --/--11B.3 Perennial herb found in serpentinite substrates of chaparral in lower montane Low. There is no habitat for
sandwort coniferous forest from 1,805 to 3,280 feet. Blooms April through July. this species in the study
area.
Scirpus pendulus Pendulous --/--12B.2 Perennial rhizomatous herb found in freshwater marshes and swamps and Low. There is no habitat for
bulrush mesic meadows and seeps from 2,625 to 3,280 feet. Blooms June through this species in the study

August.

area.
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Sidalcea oregana Coast --/--11B.2 Perennial herb found in lower montane coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, | Moderate. Wetland areas in

Ssp. eximia checkerbloom and North Coast coniferous forest from 15 to 4,395 feet. Blooms June through the study area could provide

August. habitat for this species. One

CNDDB record of this
species overlaps the study
area just over a mile north
of the diversion point.

Trifolium Siskiyou clover --/--/1B.1 Perennial herb sometimes found in mesic meadows and seeps, sometimes on Moderate. Wetland areas

siskiyouense streambanks, from 2,885 to 4,920 feet. Blooms June through July. and the banks of the SVID
ditch in the study area could
provide habitat for this
species.

KEY:

Federal: (USFWS)

FE = Listed as Endangered by the Federal Government

FT = Listed as Threatened by the Federal Government

FC = Candidate for listing by the Federal Government

FPT = Proposed for listing as Threatened by the Federal Government
FD = Delisted by the Federal Government
CH = Designated Critical Habitat occurs in a portion of the study area

State: (CDFW)

SE = Listed as Endangered by the State of California

ST = Listed as Threatened by the State of California

SR = Listed as Rare by the State of California (plants only)

CE = Candidate for listing as Endangered by the State of California
CR = Candidate for listing as Rare by the State of California

CT = Candidate for listing as Threatened by the State of California
SSC = California Species of Special Concern
FP = CDFW Fully Protected Species

SOURCES: CDFW 2024a; CNPS, 2024; and USFWS 2024a

CRPR: (California Rare Plant Rank)
Rank 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California

Rank 1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
Rank 2A = Plants presumed extirpated in California but common elsewhere
Rank 2B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere

Note: Ranks at each level also includes a threat rank (e.g., CRPR 2B.2) and are determined as follows:
0.1 - Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and

immediacy of threat)

0.2 - Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and

immediacy of threat)

0.3 - Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened / low degree and

immediacy of threat or no current threats known)
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Background and Purpose

The Flood Managed Aquifer Recharge (Flood-MAR) Technical and Regulatory Assistance
Program (Program) is a resource management support program from the California Department
of Water Resources (DWR) in partnership with state, federal, tribal, and local entities; academia;
and landowners. Flood-MAR uses floodwaters stemming from, or in anticipation of, rainfall or
snowmelt runoff events for groundwater recharge on agricultural lands, working landscapes, and
managed natural lands, including refuges, floodplains, and flood bypasses (DWR 2023). Flood-
MAR is designed with amulti-beneficial approach in mind including but not limited to increasing
water supply reliability, reducing flood risk, drought preparedness, aquifer replenishment,
ecosystem enhancement, minimizing subsidence, and other potentia benefits (DWR 2023). The
Program supports regional and loca entitiesin their implementation of pilot Flood-MAR projects
by providing in-kind technical and regulatory support via engineering and environmenta support
services. Environmental Science Associates (ESA) under contract to DWR is providing some of
the Program’ s support services and was requested by DWR to complete this site assessment.

The Scott Valey Groundwater Recharge Project (Project) developed by the Scott Valley
Irrigation District (SVID) isaFlood-MAR pilot project that would divert surface water from
Scott River during high flow events for underground storage.

The purpose of this site assessment isto identify the project’s potentia impacts to cultural
resources and as applicable provide recommendations for avoiding and minimizing those
potential impacts.

1.2 Project Description

In coordination with the DWR, SVID has developed the Project which involves temporary
diversion of available water from the Scott River during the annua non-irrigation season (e.g.,
December 1 through March 31) to groundwater recharge (underground storage). Recharge water
is not intended for consumptive use and will be allowed to return to the Scott River by seepage
viagroundwater for later instream fish and wildlife preservation and enhancement use. The term
of the Project would be for five years, with diversions occurring each year during the proposed
diversion period (December 1 through March 31) based on water availability. Specificaly, the
Project would entail the diversion of a maximum of 30 cubic feet per second (cfs) of water from
the Scott River at the existing SVID Young's Dam at RM 46.7 (i.e., Point of Diversion [POD])
into the SVID ditch, which runs along the east side of Scott Valley. Water would be conveyed
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1. Introduction

down the 13.2-mile ditch to existing irrigated fields within the 5,450 acre SVID service area (i.e.,
place of use). Field application would be via“turnouts’ that deliver water through lateral ditches
or similar conveyance facilities to fields where water will infiltrate for eventual underground
storage (Figures 1-5).

The SVID ditch currently alowsfor irrigation of fields throughout the SVID service area during
the typical irrigation season (April 1-October 15).1 As such, water diverted or rediverted from the
POD would be delivered to groundwater recharge fields that currently include irrigation as part of
ongoing agricultural practices. The fields proposed for groundwater recharge are used to grow a
mixture of predominately grain, hay, field, and pasture crops (T able 1; Figure 2).

TABLE 1. LANDUSE/LANDCOVER IN SCOTT VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT SERVICE AREA

Landuse/Landcover A(;i)a Propose(z\;;),\:)recharge
Alfalfa mixtures 2929 Y
Pasture mixed 406 Y
Misc. grain & hay 437 Y
Misc. grasses 25 Y
Unclassified Fallow 121 Y
Flowers, nursery and Christmas tree farms 1 N
Bush Berries 1 N
Dry Beans 33 N
Pasture native 400 N
Total potential recharge area 3918

Source: DWR (2020)

Temporary diversions, like those proposed by the Project, have been authorized by the State
Water Board through issuance of a series of Temporary Permits to Divert and Use Water (Water
Rights Permits)2 and several fieldsin the SVID service area have been previously used for
groundwater recharge. Water diverted under the proposed project would not be applied to
horticulture farms, bush berries, dry beans, native pasture, or grazing lands. Some seepage from
the unlined, earthen ditch does occur. Much of the Scott River adjacent to the SVID ditch and
proposed recharge fieldsis perched or has a levee preventing tail water re-entry, or both. Fields
that may have a potential for tail water return will not be flooded and therefore no tail water
return flow is anticipated. The specific location of the POD, and the rates at which water would
be diverted, are provided in Table 2.

1 All surface water rightsin the SVID area are adjudicated under the Scott River Adjudication, decreed by the
Superior Court of Siskiyou County in 1980. Ultimately the decree defines: 1) the amount of water each user is
entitled to divert from surface streams or to pump from the interconnected groundwater supplies near the river;

2) the area where such water may be used; 3) the priority of each water right asit relates to other water rights on the
same source; 4) the purpose for which the water is used (e.g., irrigation, municipal, domestic, stock water); and
5) the diversion season.

2 Temporary Permits #s 21364, 21439, and 21431; Pending Application #T033377.
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Figure 3
Scott River Downstream of POD

Figure 4
Scott River Upstream of POD
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1. Introduction

Notes: Flow is from top to bottom. SVID ditch is to the left and Scott River is to the right. Existing fish ladder on left side of Young’'s Dam.

Figure 5
Aerial view of POD at Young’s Dam.

TABLE 2. POINTS OF DIVERSION AND REDIVERSION: LOCATION, SOURCE, AND CAPACITY

POD POD Name POD/ Existing/ Source Latitude Longitude Capacity
Map ID PORD Proposed (CFS)
1 Young's Dam POD Existing Scott River 41.438324 -122.845715 30

Source: SVID (2023)
Key: cfs = cubic feet per second, ID = identifier, POD = point of diversion, PORD = point of rediversion

Notably, the Project does not include extraction of recharged water by overlying well owners for
irrigation and no changein irrigation, domestic, or stockwater pumping is proposed. Instead,
recharge water will be alowed to return to the Scott River via groundwater flow between RM
46.7 and RM 21. Analysis supportsthat the recharge water is released back to the Scott River in
the late spring and summer months following the diversion and recharge season whereiit can
increase river base flows (Fogliaet a., 2013; SVID, 2023). Increasing spring and summer river
flows are prudent steps toward improving salmonid rearing habitat and outmigration conditions,
which have been identified as major factors limiting survival of juvenile salmonids in the Scott
River Valley (CDFW, 2004; SRCD, 2005; NMFS, 2014; CDFW, 2017). These potentia
improvements satisfy an urgent need for water, as the Scott River and its tributaries support runs
of Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), Coho Salmon (O. kisutch), steelhead trout
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1. Introduction

(O. mykiss), and Pacific Lamprey (Lampetra tridentata), and specifically one of the most
important Coho Salmon spawning and rearing tributaries in the Klamath River watershed.

At the POD, water is diverted via gravity into the SVID ditch. The diversion structureis currently
equipped with fish screening that meets California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
recommended design guidelines. From the ditch, water is delivered via gravity to lateral ditches
that allow for irrigation at the proposed recharge locations. An extensive system of existing
ditches, pumps, and general water conveyance infrastructure is present throughout the SVID
service area allowing water to be conveyed from the SVID ditch to all proposed recharge fidlds
without the need for new infrastructure (Figure 1).

Water available for appropriation would be diverted from the Scott River between December 1%
and March 31% of each year of the permit term. The Scott River has been adjudicated according to
the terms of the 1980 Scott River Decree, which quantifies certain surface and groundwater rights
in the Scott River Basin, governs diversions of surface water in the basin, and defines procedures
and bypass flows necessary to protect instream fish and wildlife habitat. The decree setsterms for
diversions based on schedules and priority classes. The proposed project isjunior to all water
rights set forth in the Scott River Decree. Diversions for irrigation, which constitute the majority
of large diversions from the Scott River, are limited to “about April 1 through about October 15
of each year.” (Scott River Decree, p. 8.) This season of useis outside of the Project’s diversion
season. As described above, storage of winter high flows by the Project isintended for fish and
wildlife enhancement.

The maximum volume of water available for appropriation by the Project was determined on the
basis of severa considerations. Firstly, storage capacity of the Scott Valley aquifer was estimated
for the areas of proposed recharge. Storage capacity was estimated to be approximately 5,500
acre-feet (af) by assuming an average depth to groundwater of 25 feet, on 2,200 acres, and a
specific yield of 10 percent (SCFCWD, 2021). Secondly, the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) hasa
right to 426 cubic feet per second (cfs) of water identified as adaily mean flow or the calculated
average flow during the preceding 10 days as measured at the United States Geologic Survey
(USGS) Fort Jones Gage Number 11519500 (Fort Jones Gage), from December through March
for instream use for fish and wildlife3 with additional allocation for incremental fish flows and for
recreational, scenic, and aesthetic purposes in the Klamath National Forest. Thirdly, consistent
with the Division of Water Rights Water Availability Analysisfor Streamlined Recharge
Permitting (SWRCB, 2019), the amount of water available for appropriation diverted during high
flow periodsis recommended to be limited to 20 percent of the total streamflow at the POD. This
recommendation is based on findings from Richter et a (2011) suggesting this level of diversion
is protective of aguatic ecosystem functionality (e.g., diversion of this percentage or less are
protective of hydrograph variability and has minimal effects on channel formation, channel
cleaning, and channel scour).

3 These amounts are described as bei ng “...necessary to provide minimum subsistence-level fishery conditions
including spawning, egg incubation, rearing, downstream migration, and summer survival of anadromous fish, and
can be experienced only in critically dry years without resulting in depletion of the fishery resource.”
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Based on these considerations the Project proposes to divert up to 5,400 acre-feet (af) per year, at
amaximum diversion rate of 30 cfs. Diversions would be based on conditions measured in the
Scott River at the Fort Jones Gage. The diversion season would be from December 1 through
March 31 and diversion would only occur if average flow during the preceding 10 days as
measured at the Fort Jones Gage are equal to, or higher than, 440 cfs. If the daily mean flow or
the calculated average flow during the preceding 10 days is above 440 cfs but below 470 cfsthe
diversion rate will be limited such that it does not cause the stream flow to fall below 440 cfs.
Additionally, diversions shall not exceed 10 percent of the flow in the Scott River, as assessed
near the PODS. Lastly, the diversion threshold at the Fort Jones Gage of 440 cfs may be lowered
to 362 cfs upon the written approval from USFS. With such approval, diversion would only
occur if average flow during the preceding 10 days as measured at the Fort Jones Gage are equal
to, or higher than, 362 cfs. Further, if the daily mean flow or the calculated average flow
during the preceding 10 daysis above 362 cfs but below 392 cfs, the diversion rate will be
limited such that it does not cause the stream flow to fall below 362 cfs.

Existing instrumentation (i.e., stream gages®) has been installed in the Scott River and SVID ditch
to measure flow rates at the POD, on the Scott River immediately downstream of the POD, and in
the SVID ditch immediately downstream of the POD in accordance with pervious permit terms
and conditions and to optimize the timing and rate of diversion (Figure 2). During al diversions
qualified biologists from Scott River Watershed Trust (SRWT) and/or Scott River Conservation
District (SRCD) would conduct biological monitoring approximately 100 feet above and below
Young's Dam and the SVID point of diversion to document spawning redds, monitor redd
dewatering, monitor fry emergence, monitor for stranding risk, and monitor for changesin
available habitat.

1.3 Report Organization

Thisreport is organized into the following chapters and appendices:

o Chapter 1, Introduction, states the project’s purpose, provides a description of the project,
and outlines the document’ s organization.

o Chapter 2, Methods, lists the information sources that were reviewed, provides regul atory
context, and describes how the potential impacts to resources was evaluated.

o Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, describes the environmental setting.

e Chapter 4, Impacts and Recommendations, describes the project’s potential impacts and
measures that could reduce those impacts.

e Chapter 5, References, provides complete references for all sources cited in chapters 1-4.

4 A value of 440 cfsis based on being protective of an existing downstream USFS water right.

5 Thisthreshold is based on guidance from CDFW suggesting that limiting project diversions to 10 percent of Scott
River flow would be protective of fish and would not require notification to CDFW for a Streambed Alteration
Agreement

6 Gages consist of a pressure transducer to measure stage. Discharge estimates are calculated from canonical stage-
discharge relations devel oped for each site (SVID, 2023).
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CHAPTER 2

Methods

2.1 Preparer’s Qualifications

ESA Archaeologist Robin Hoffman, MA, and ESA Architectural Historian Katherine Cleveland,
MA, conducted the cultural resources analysis for the Project. Hoffman is on the Register of
Professiona Archaeol ogists, meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’ s Historic Preservation
Professional Qualification Sandards (SOI PQS) for Archeology and History (62 Federal
Register 33708-33723) and meets the Society for California Archaeology standards for Principal
Investigator.

2.2 Cultural Resources Study Area

Due to the nature of the Project and its minimal potential for visual effects, the cultural resources
Study Area has been defined to account for potential impacts on both archaeological and
architectural resources. The Study Areaincludes both the horizontal and vertical maximum
extents of potential Project effects on historic properties, as defined by the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA [United States Code Title 54 § 300308]), and Project impacts on
historical resources and unigque archaeological resources, as defined by CEQA. The Study Area
encompasses the single POD and the existing approximately 22.02-mile SVID ditch, both with a
50-foot buffer. In total, the Study Area encompasses 267.95 acres, as depicted in the following
U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic maps: Fort Jones (USGS, 20044); Indian Creek
Baldy (USGS, 2004b); McConaughy Gulch (USGS, 2004c¢); and Russell Peak ((USGS, 2004d).
Because it is not anticipated that the Project would include ground-disturbing activities, the Study
Area does not extend vertically below the surface.

2.3 Cultural Resources Records Search

On March 12, 2024, ESA requested a cultural resources records search for the Study Areaand
vicinity from staff at the Northeast Information Center (NEIC) at Cdifornia State University,
Chico; the NEIC is the repository of the CHRIS for the Study Area and vicinity. The records
search area consisted of the Study Areawith a 0.5-mile buffer. ESA received the results of the
records search request from the NEIC on April 10, 2024.

The CHRIS has record of 15 previously recorded cultural resources mapped within 0.5 mile of
the Study Area, two of which (P-47-005290, -005291) are mapped within the (southern one-
fourth of the) Study Area, and one of which (P-47-000172) is adjacent to the (northern one-fourth
of the) Study Area. The CHRIS has areport (but no official record) of a possible ethnographic
(indigenous) village, designated S1-1-85, mapped within the Study Area. P-47-005290 isan
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historic-era building whose site boundary includes a small portion of the Study Area, though it
does not appear that the building or any associated site components are, in fact, within the Study
Ara. Similarly, P-47-005291 is an isolated historic-era archaeological resource (wagon) whose
site boundary includes a small portion of the Study Area, though the resource does not appear to,
in fact, be within the Study Area. Neither P-47-005290 or -005291 appear to have been evaluated
for eligibility for listing in the Nationa Register of Historic Places (National Register) or
California Register of Historical Resources (California Register), though, based on their
descriptions and resource types, would likely not be eligible for either the National Register or
California Register. P-47-000172 is an indigenous archaeological site consisting of a small
number of ground-stone and flaked-stone artifacts. The resource does not appear to have been
previoudy evaluated for National Register- or California Register-ligibility. Table 1 summarizes
the previously recorded cultural resourcesin and within 0.5 of the Study Area.

The CHRIS has record of 30 previous cultural resources studies that have been conducted within
0.5 mile of the Study Area. Of these, ten have included some portion of the Study Area, though
only approximately 3% of the Study Areawas covered by these previous studies.
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CHAPTER 3
Environmental Setting

Two previoudy recorded cultural resources (P-47-005290, -005291) and one possible
ethnographic village location (S1-1-85) are mapped within the Study Area, and one additional
cultural resource (P-47-000172) is mapped adjacent to the Study Area. These resources consist of
one historic-era architectural resource (P-47-005290), one isolated historic-era archaeological
resource (P-47-005290), the possible location of an ethnographic (indigenous) village (S1-1-85),
and an indigenous archaeological site (P-47-000172). None of these resources appear to have
been previoudy evaluated for National Register- or California Register-eligibility. Though P-47-
005290 and -005291 are mapped within the Study Ares, it does not appear that any component of
these resources is actualy within the Study Area, and, based on their descriptions and resource
types, both resources would likely not be eigible for either the National Register or California
Register. Additionaly, the SVID ditch, within the Study Area, is of historic-era age and does not
appear to have been previously recorded as a cultural resource.
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CHAPTER 4

Impacts and Recommendations

4.1 Impacts

Two previoudy recorded cultural resources (P-47-005290, -005291) and one possible
ethnographic village location (S1-1-85) are mapped within the Study Area. These resources
consist of one historic-era architectural resource (P-47-005290), one isolated historic-era
archaeologica resource (P-47-005290), and the possible location of an ethnographic (indigenous)
village (S1-1-85). None of these resources appear to have been previously evaluated for Nationa
Register- or California Register-eligibility. The SVID ditch, within the Study Ares, is of historic-
era age and does not appear to have been previoudy recorded as a cultural resource.

Though P-47-005290 and -005291 are mapped within the Study Area, it does not appear that any
component of these resources is actualy within the Study Areaand neither of these resourcesis
within or adjacent to the SVID ditch or POD; based on their descriptions and resource types, both
resources would likely not be eligible for either the National Register or California Register.
Additional research on and an in-person visit to the SVID ditch would be needed to formally
record the resource and evaluate its National Register- and California Register-eligibility.

Even if portions of P-47-005290 and -005291, in addition to S1-1-85 and the SVID ditch, are
within the Study Area, the Project does not propose any activities that would result in direct
alterations to such resources, as the existing diversion and water conveyance facilities would not
be altered and would continue to generally operate as they currently do. Therefore, ESA does not
foresee that the Project would result in effects on historic properties, as defined by the NHPA, or
historical resources or archaeol ogical resources, as defined by CEQA.

4.2 Recommendations

The SVID ditch, within the Study Area, is of historic-era age and would need to be formally
recorded as a cultural resource and evaluated for National Register- and California Register-
eligibility as part of Project review under Section 106 of the NHPA and CEQA; background
research and an in-person visit to the resource would likely be needed to do so. If the resourceis
determined to be National Register- and/or California Register-eligible, an assessment of Project
effectsimpacts would be required for Section 106 of the NHPA and CEQA purposes.
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