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SA Flrir‘;_‘ stings of stee
JPVADIVISION: o1 Water Righ
2007 Nl\/F S DFG Draft Guidelines
2002 \/\/'n *T ‘Code section 1259.4 (Assembly Bill 2121)

VIEl/ 2 0 6 R2' Resource Consultants and Stetson
Er j}, ers contract

===y { Pollcy released December 28, 2007
ﬁ—:ﬁ‘-caﬂgmal end of public comment period was February 19,

S—— - —

-~ 2008

- & Extension requests received from a consortium of
consultants, the Farm Bureau, and Rudolph Light

* Public comment period now ends May 1, 2008
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® \/\/a'ter:_;:-" in five counties — Marin,
'f""'parts oft Napa, Mendoecino,

rJ i o 0 ldt counties

.J_-_y,g ms from the mouth of the Mattole
|\7er south to San Francisco, and streams

'and tributaries discharging to northern
San Pablo Bay

e Eel River Is not In the policy area
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- dlverS|ons shallhﬁ%ﬁnally limited to PEreds inwhich
I} mi flows are naturally high to) prevent adverse: effects to
I rJJrJ el e,

[iC

Waters aII perdiverted enly wheni stream flows are higher than
ifle rmru; I flows needed for fish spawning and passage.

-__'

ma aX|mum rate at which water is diverted in a watershed shall
1Y -dversely affect the natural flow variability needed for
Esr ntamlng adeguate channel structure and habitat for fish.
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ﬁ_;f‘f — Construction or permitting of new onstream dams shall be
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~ —restricted. When allowed, onstream dams shall be constructed
and permitted in a manner that does not adversely affect fish and
= thelr habitat.

o The cumulative effects of water diversions on instream flows
needed for the protection of fish and their habitat shall be
considered and minimized.
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VLI bypass flow:
SAVatershieds = 290 sg. mi - calculate based on

Vel ershed area, mean annual unimpaired
eam flew, anadromy.

—— atersheds = 290 sg. mi — calculate based on
= percentage of mean annual unimpaired
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=~ stream flow

s Maximum cumulative diversion: five
percent of the 1.5-year instantaneous
peak flow
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o Weltarslee c ellnke
290) Jrlljg SN E
o= 27 Qm (DA) 247 where
Qe = rmr mum bypass flow
Om = ean annual unimpaired flow

_),—\ Watershed drainage area. \When using this equation at the

o] mt of diversion, if the upper limit of anadromy is downstream
= _',"_'-'-" = of the point of diversion, the drainage area at the upper limit of
5‘-’{:‘?"‘;;- anadromy may be used.

S— -—r
p———

- = \Watershed drainage areas greater than 290

-~ sguare miles
Quee = 0.6 Qm, where
Quer = Minimum bypass flow
Q,, = mean annual unimpaired flow
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= 'HJFOHOF OML 19,,2006:; may remain.
OISUEaIMVVILE |mplementat|on of the followmg

Class | st eams — fish passage, fishi screens, stream
rJovv pass mitigation plans

Cll 335' ~and I1] streams — stream flow bypass,
__gﬁji lgatlon plans

__'d-_ -

B ilt after July 19, 2006:

— ot allowed on Class | streams
— Generally not allowed on Class Il streams

— Allowed on Class Il streams with stream flow bypass
and mitigation plans

_.-ri_—'__



- Pa 55 /r‘ ypass of flows above the maximum
gitdIversion I permit contains maximum
_..£ itdiversion limitation

o g_ mated pypass allowed If passive bypass not

= physically feasible
=

- * No monltormg required for passive bypass

e

‘systems
® Monitoring required for automated bypasses
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SVater \Jntr- ply: Report

- J Jrrérlm' 6W ‘Analysis

Creening) for Class Il Diversions

— Onstr i-EIs am Criteria

- e

: s rﬁam Flow Analysis for petitions resulting in reduced flow in a stream reach
"':"'E- F@hstream Dam; Criteria

“"'_____ Exceptlons

- SmalI-Domestics and Livestock Registrations
- - — Season of Diversion
— Onstream Dams not allowed on Class | and Il streams if built after July 19, 2006
— Requirements also apply to renewals



OJSL_‘_- or.requirements.
> yuom?' o) f technlcal Information for
__tmg environmental documents

4;" fshed management plan to

- "T3“er|od|c biological assessments to monitor
- perfiormance of watershed management
plan

e State Water Board may retract watershed
group approvals under specified conditions



=axipiiy Erevided o
SR EEIeAVailability, ‘}“b—

B\ rnative method&bﬁstlmatlng UPPEr limit of
el r.omyior caIqua_t_lg e minimum ypass;flow

Jrrgglml AN S trea e e alvsis mavashowawatey
Zellal ole W|thout daily o study, either with or
WilieuE modification| of project

DA flow Study allews use of alternative calculation
methods, modifications to projects, use of site specific
- Cl {teria

== Boadl guidance for developing site-specific criteria
ﬂstream Dams
= - — Alternative methods for determining stream class

~ — DFG certification of fish passage requirements for
Class | onstream dams

— Broad guidance for mitigation plans
e \Watershed Approach

® Case-by-Case Exceptions — with State Water Board
approval
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= "~ for minimum bypass flow,
~ Mmaximum cumulative diversion

Water Availability Methodology
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SEISISHION |n|mum Bypassﬁi@w._-
(15—

Flowy r-* at must @ccur at a Point of
DIVErS jon' (POD) before water can be
(IJ\/’ ted

.ffw"“ /- that provides favorable spawning,
— passage and rearing conditions

“» Flow that provide favorable spawning will
also protect passage and rearing

e Steelhead selected as indicator species
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- eJrIJrlru"-o How (DFG NMFS)
10 ¢ __; ant exceedance flow (MTTU)

JJJ it MBE (Staff generated)

'é’_'_' I\/IBF (Staff generated)

——— -
i
*_ ..*



Jpper VB

{Ireposed bypas

- Jevele ed usmg data collected from 12
\/rlJJFIrlF on sites and' published data from
vva:;.r’f i Washington (Swift)

~ % Se ::at the lowest flow at which

'__F_,_.-'

.,bj_.:.mammum Sspawning habitat occurs
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WMIPEVEIOPED ‘usingl data collected' from 1.2
\/rIJJFIrI rJr | sites and data from negotiated

ISLEE flow requirements In the policy
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"Pepresents marginally usable spawning
‘ habitat conditions



i East Fork Russian River Trib .

'\ Dry Creek Trib}

| Franz Creek

_,|I Santa Rosa Creek

J Huichica Creek |

[ sampled Basin Catchment Areas

Streams

[ ] studyArea Pine Gulch Creek |

|:] Lakes/Reservoirs
|:| Counties
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o Swift (1976) Steelhead
o Validation Sites: Steelhead

—— MBF3 Alternative

10 100

Drainage Area (sq. mi.)

Upper MBF = 8.7*Qm*DA-047
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Franz Creek
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l\/lrl,qmum sumulBtvesamBUREeiwatERthat
Al 19E divertedlat a POINt off Interest

- r]JW at protects channel maintenance by
rvmg flew variability and peak flows

— nnel maintenance Iis a long-term process
= Jthat fiorms basic channel habitat structure
.;_:' —

== s Diversion during high flow can reduce flow
magnitude and variability

e Changes In flow magnitude can result to
changes in channel width, depth, and/or
substrate size
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VICIDAILEN

2505 of the 1 5 year return flow

- L5 ~fhe 20% winter exceedance
IJOW B

== t@ﬁ of unimpaired winter flow (CFII)

:;:-:1{2- -day reduction peak flow recession
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HowAMuEhNYater Can,be Dlverted ——
WisplisAdversly Affecting i
r]rlOJFrIF' h

S

e o

SEECOuNIZE Uncertainty
- Jr\Lerrr ne a threshold flow representative
Ui gkl « flows and variability

= “’-_-—"- ankfull flow

.:
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== _4 1.5 year return flow

» Predict affects on channel width, depth,
and/or substrate size
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2egjonal Protectiveness
OIRUIE! Caﬁatiye_hs_‘

U610 the 1.5 year return flow Yes

5561 the 20% winter exceedance | Yes

ijow:
ROrGorunimpaired winter flow Partially
= |(CFIN)

= [1/2 day reduction peak flow Yes
| recession
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LERVALET 50are Respon3|b|I|t|es

ViiStrdetermine that there is “unappropriated
\ LE i"available to supply the applicant.” (Wat.
gode, § 1375, subd. (d).)

| ) n determlnlng the amount water available
;-i_? = ﬂr appropriation for other beneficial uses, the
— [State Water Board] shall take into account,
= —— whenever it Is in the public interest, the
: “amounts of water required for recreation and
the preservation and enhancement of fish and
wildlife resources.” (Wat. Code, § 1243)
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s outlined in the draft policy
two main compoenents:




SRTIENEN Ot IS necessary to demonstrate that a
Iff erm apamount off water remains instream, to
19 oJ\ Senior rights and the proposed project.

cludes claims of riparian and pre-1914
pproprlatlve rights

~
~

~
)
~

)

= Ferform analysis along the identified flow path
- from the proposed Point(s) of Diversion to the
Pacific Ocean or a regulated mainstem river
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W_ey FSupply Reporit

& Proposed project o
Senior Right Senior Right
Junior Right
Flow Path
\ / | Senior Right

Senior Right Junior Right



WWEllEre: Iy Report

SRRERpIshall include the 10
SNIEStimate of the percentage o
Wl 0] ERECICIIFSENOISP@IDRIOF
(‘omoﬁf lemaining unappropriated water supply vs. the
orogos:- prOJects demand at each senior POD along| flow path
— FlOWAT uency analysis ofi seasonal unimpaired flow velume

— A ::"c showmg locations of proposed project’s POD(s) and the
- PO E ~off all senior water right holders and water right claimants
= ithin the watershed of interest

= _A list.of all senior water rights used in the analysis. The list shall
-~ include:

— —r

R

[er suppl

—r

— * The ID # of each permit, license, certificate, registration, or
statement

® The season of diversion
® The face value of each water right
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- Jermmc‘ : “the upstream end of the range
or anadremous fish that currently are, or
e_been historically, present year-round
rséasonally which ever extends the

_-—-

— ﬁrthest upstream”
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DEtermination of the J_‘.—

Upgar -|m|t of A‘Hﬁﬂmmy

IERStae\Water Boand will presume the
Ofggdsee prOJects POD Is within the range of
rlngldror

IHE? phcant may override this presumption

Iu 19 any. of the three following methods:

_:‘Present a study previously accepted by the State Water
~=—  Board, NMFS, or DFG, that identifies the location of the
~  upper limit of anadromy downstream of the proposed POD

-~ = Present information that demonstrates the gradient of a
segment of stream channel downstream of the POD is too
steep for fish to move beyond

® Site specific studies
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POlplisue)f 'T@‘F@fc‘hf J‘:"

Polrt of Jrﬁeres — 2l Jowudm srvastreamichannelwherer
tigesapplicant shall analyze the effects of the proposed
oropu, .-Combination With other water diversions on

S er/ rg QUIFCES

IINE" Stale
liiee r-“lsultatlon with DFG

-E- “Points of Interest will be selected at:

—-=:=__Proposed POD(s)
~ — Upper limit of anadromy, if located downstream of the POD

— Locations where the project may adversely affect instream flows
needed for the protection of fishery resources.
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AMNRSUEAM TIoW analysis willernecessary ior tne

—H‘..
oLUrgY ses )i valuatlng the Impacts to instream beneficial
proposed project in combination with senior

J.,_.-.

g‘—,’ izl “CDnS|st ofi an evaluation of the reduction in
— jnstream flows caused by the:

—-r-"‘-:g.__.-

-~ = existing senior diverters

~ e existing senior diverters and the proposed project

e Analysis shall be conducted at all POlIs selected
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- Wil 'the__f; criteria for diversion
seesen;, minimum bypass flow and
ek <: ﬂm cumulative diversion rate be
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Wit policy outlines two approaches to
ogzcrmmr '@ 3 Water avallability
rJeLar__r_r nation
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_t% mlined analysis

—

— — Daily flow study
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SEIERavailability determination without 2 daily
flowy rmrl 5|s

r\caou;mm "for existing senior diversions not
iegul ed by the policy

-'_ E ?‘;’ Pro esed projects address impacts to instream
= _;:ﬂows for fish by

~ — Modifying start of diversion season

__F—'

—_
=

— Modifying minimum bypass flow
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; riacts of proposed project, in combination
mro Iversions, to instream flows needed for fish
JEJ y | SIS

- Joerﬂ ng and passage flow protection — compare
=== = Chatr g" e to daily flows against the minimum bypass flow

— _,_{lt‘" rla

_""'" .-z_._—-—
— Tt -—.

_._—— —

~® Chiannel maintenance flow protection — use daily flow
_data to compare the change to the 1.5 year flood flow
over the period of record
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uream flow: analysis shows the proposed project
eet the drait policy’s regional criteria, and the
nnot be modified to meet the reglonal criteria,
2l slte SPE n‘lc study may be performed to obtain

vrrrJru; -S from the regional criteria

—

= -_;_—x | development of site specific criteria, another daily

,,._ _ow anaIySIS shall be performed

_,_-
S—— -_r

~ e |fthe proposed project cannot meet site specific criteria,

- water may not be available for appropriation and further

environmental analysis should be undertaken if proposed
project is to proceed



Werta g Azt o)l eterminati

fe IyS|s Indicates the proposed
pTJ_J in combination with senior
= __g_L e smns complies with the draft policy’s

= regional criteria or site specific criteria,
— —water IS available for the proposed project
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and Examples
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Weier Cost Analy3|s _Ja—

Jmo—* ES, e, relat Vgne fI 2
JElt CC ' d BETdIVErted a va|at|on
J_Q__der different scenarios

35 90t provide an absolute prediction
awater availability

_ S
-

= ees Mot provide an indication of

_ﬁ_-ff_ ,Whether pending applications would be
| consistent with policy criteria or reguire
site-specific studies
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Maximum Protection DFG-NMFS Guidelines Draft Policy Criteria



Aggliee "on--o;@g-PoH@y} —
» '\orj X|mate 340 pending water right
rIOOJJ(aG' "-n'v.

mining the affect ofi the policy on
endlng application Is site-specific

L\ : 3jor factors Influencing consistency
yithrpolicy: criteria include:

— DPrainage area and Unimpaired flow at POD

— |Location of fish with respect to location of
°OD

— Existing level of impairment
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‘pphea_ggt Exa-m!pie? -

the Cr thence Russian R
1on Diversion to offstream storage
nount 10 Acre-feet

Use Vineyard Irrigation-25 acres
_OD 30 square miles
ﬂadromy 30 square miles
=== DF_G NMES Bypass Flow |59 cfs
| Policy Bypass Flow 171 cfs

DA is Drainage Area



—~
=
]
[
-
(]
—
Q
@®©
N—r
o
(]
+—
[S]
o
)
]
()
£
=]
o
>

1993 1994

mm Draft Policy

WYs 1993-2007

=1 DFG-NMFS

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

e Fill Volume

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

i



SOlICY APL |cat|011'~'Exam

S LI ar

N

'

Tlotal period’ | 55 years

of record

Total 10 acre-feet
requested
volume

DEG-NMFS 9.8 acre-feet
e : estimated
— Yield

— Draft Policy 9.6 acre-feet
= ' estimated
Yield




\pplication: Exam!pi&‘ —-—

T — = elly:Cr thence Anderson Cr
jon Diversion to ofifstream storage
moeunt 30 Acre-feet

Use Vineyard Irrigation-85 acres
OD 0.85 square miles
‘ﬂﬂadromy 0.85 square miles
ﬁi: BF,G NMES Bypass 1.6 cfs
: Flow
Policy Bypass Flow 13 cfs

IPlace of use covered by additional application

DA is Drainage Area



Wys 1986-2006
mm Draft Policy = DFG-NMFS —Fill Volume
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SOlICY APL |cat|011'~'Exam

S LI ar

N

'

Total period | 56 years

of record

Total 30 acre-feet
requested
volume

DEG-NMFS 30 acre-feet
e : estimated
— Yield

— Draft Policy 18 acre-feet
= ' estimated
Yield




phea_ggt Exam!pi& —-—

. amed trib. thence Star Cr

jonr Onstream reservoir
mount 40 Acre-feet/12 acre feet!
Use Recreation
OD 0.02 square miles, 13 acres
ﬂadromy 3.3 square miles

= BFLS NMES Bypass Flow |0.02 cfs

: Pollcy Bypass Flow 0.13 cfs

INon consumptive use, evaporation and seepage estimated at 12 acre-feet per year

DA is Drainage Area



WYs 1962-1981

mm Draft Policy = DFG-NMFS —— Max. Collection
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SOlICY APL |cat|011'~'Exam

S LI ar

N

'

Tiotal period | 20 years
of record

Total 12 acre-feet
requested
volume

DEG-NMFS 8.6 acre-feet
e : estimated
— Yield

— Draft Policy 1.2 acre-feet
= ' estimated
Yield




‘pphea_ggt Exam!pi&‘ —

Unnamed trib) thence North Si
ion Onstream reservoir
moeunt 26 acre-feet
Use Vineyard Irrigation-161 net
== acres’
= ;:POD 0.22 square miles, 141 acres
ﬁLjEA‘_Anad romy 425 square miles
~ |DFG-NMFS Bypass Flow | 0.11 cfs
Policy Bypass Flow 0.08 cfs

IPlace of use also served by other water sources

DA is Drainage Area



Application ExamplieT4

WYs 1972-1983

i Draft Policy =1 DFG-NMFS — Fill volume

N w
[$)] o

N
o
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(6))

Volume Collected (acre-feet)
o

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

Water Year



SOlICY APL |cat|011'~'Exam

S LI ar

N

'

Jjotal period
of record

12 years

Total 26 acre-feet
requested
volume

DEG-NMFS 18 acre-feet
e : estimated
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