Palute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/:
ENVIRONNMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ENTRIX




SILVER KING CREEK
HUMBOLDT-TOIYABE NATIONAL FOREST, ALPINE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project

MARCH 2009



Table of Contents

CHAPTER 1 EXECULIVE SUMMAIY ....ccoviiiiririririeirsieieiseie et 1-1
11 BaACKGIOUNG ... ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e st b e e e e e e e 1-2
1.2 Objective/Purpose and Need fOr aCtiON..........ouuviiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 1-2
13 [ o] oo 1Y =To Yol 1 o] o HN ST 1-3
14 Public INVOIVEMENT SUMMAIY ..ot e e e e aeeee s 1-3
1.41  Agency Consultation and Coordination...............eeeiieiiiiiiiieeee e 1-7
1.4.2 Public ReVIEW Of EIS/EIR........cooiiiiiiiiee et 1-9
143 Intended Uses Of the EIS/EIR ........cooiii i 1-9
15 Alternatives Considered and Proposed ACHION ..........uuuiiiiieiiiiiiiiiee e 1-10
1.6 Summary of Environmental IMPACES..........cueeiiiiiieiiiiieeiiieee e 1-10
1.7 Environmentally Superior AIEINALIVE ...........cooiuiiiiiiiiie e 1-11
1.8 ISSUES 10 DB RESOIVEM ...t e e 1-11
1.9 RETEIBNCES ...t e 1-11
CHAPTER 2 INOGUCHION w..coviiiiiiiiceiceseese s 2-1
21 History and BacKgrOUNG ...........ooviiiiiiiiiiiiieee et 2-1
2.1.1  Conservation Planning .........oc.ueeieeie e e e a e 2-2
2.1.2 Past Restoration Efforts in Silver King CreekK.........ccccoovvvvieiieciiiiiiiieiee e, 2-2
2.2 Objective/Purpose and Need fOr ACON ......cooiueviiiiieieiiieeee e 2-3
2.3 [ o] oo LY=o I Yox 1o o HN TP PUTT PP 2-4
2.4 Permits and Approvals for the Project...........c.ueeiiiii i 2-6
25 Environmental iSSUES and CONCEINS .........uvieiiiiiieiiieie e 2-7
2.6 DOCUMENT STIUCTUIE ...t e e e e e e e e e eees 2-9
2.7 REFEIENCES ...t e e s e st e e 2-10
CHAPTER 3 Project ARErNatiVES........ccccerierieiereeeesseeeeeeeese e
3.1 Alternatives DeVEIOPIMENT ...t e e e e e et e e e e e e e nneaeeeaaeas
311 Public Health and Safety ...
3.1.2  Speed of IMpPIEeMENTAtION .........coiiiiieiiie e
3.13 Proven Effective in the Laboratory and Field ..............occooiiiiii
3.1.4  Technically Feasible to Implement...........ccoeviiiiiiiiiiiii e
3.1.5  Wilderness CONSIAEIAtioNS .........c.eeeeiirrieiiiriieiiieee st e et
3.1.6 Potential for Environmental IMPACES ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e
3.1.7  Cost-Effectiveness.........c.ccevvveririiiiieniieniiennns
3.2 Alternatives Considered in Detail for the EIS/EIR
3.2.1  ARErNAtive 1: NO ACHION ...ooiiiiiieiiiee et
3.2.2  Alternative 2: Proposed Action (Rotenone Application)
3.2.3  Alternative 3: Combined Physical Removal .............ccccccooviiiiiiiiiie e
3.3 Mitigation Common to action AREINALIVES .........eeviieiiiiiiiiiiie e
Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project i

Draft EIS/EIR



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

3.4

3.5

51

5.2

5.3

54

5.5

5.6

Alternatives Considered But DiSMISSE ..........ccouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 3-13
34.1 ChemiCal TreatMENT........eii it e e 3-13
3.4.2  Stream DEWALEIING .....ccuiiiiiieiiiieee et e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e e neaeeeeaaeeeaannes 3-13
3.4.3 Fisheries Management TEChNIQUES ..........ccoviiiiiiie e 3-13
3.4.4 Habitat Management/AREIation.............coccviiiiieei i 3-13
3.45  Treatment of @ SMaller Ar€a.........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 3-14
3.4.6  Chemical Application Combined with Other Approaches...........cccccvvvieeiiinins 3-14
3.4.7  Combined Non-Chemical OPtiONS. ...........cuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 3-14
3.4.8  AREINALIVE LOCALIONS . ...cciiiiiiiiiiieee ettt ettt e et e e e e et e e e e e e e naees 3-14
3.4.9  Alternate Timeframe for Implementation............ccccoovviieiiiiii i 3-15
RETEIBNCES ...t 3-15

4 Scope Of the ANAIYSIS .....ccvvviicce s 4-1

5  Environmental CONSEQUENCES .......cccvrrrrrerreeeeeiiereeeeesese s 5-1
Aquatic BiologiCal RESOUITES .........ueiiiiiieiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e nneeneeeas 5.1-1
5.1.1 ENnvironmental SEtHNG .......oocuiiiiiie et 5.1-1
51.2 Regulatory ENVIFONMENT ........ocoiiiiiiiiiiee e 5.1-27
5.1.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ...........ccueeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieieeiiiieeee e 5.1-30
5.1.4 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT..........cciiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e e ssirree e e e e 5.1-32
5.15 REFEIENCES. ...ttt e e e 5.1-51
Terrestrial BiologiCal RESOUICES. .........cuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 5.2-1
5.2.1 Environmental SettiNg ........cc.uveieiiiii e 5.2-1
5.2.2 REQUIALONY SETHNG ..vvieiiieiiiiiiiiee e e e s e e e e e e e s arreeeeaeeeeanees 5.2-4
5.2.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ..........ccuveeeiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 5.2-6
5.2.4 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT ........cccouiiiiiiiiiiie it 5.2-7
525 REFEIENCES. ...t e e e e e e e 5.2-16
Human and Ecological Health CONCEINS...........eeiiiiiiiiiie e 5.3-1
5.3.1  Affected ENVIFONMENT.......ooi ittt e e e e e 5.3-1
5.3.2 REQUIALONY SETHNG ..vviiiieeiiiiiiiie et e e e e e e e e st eeeeaeesaannes 5.3-3
5.3.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ...........coccvieiiiiieeiiiiiee e 5.3-7
5.34 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT ........cccoiiiiiiiieiee et 5.3-8
5.3.5  REEIENCES. ..ottt 5.3-13
WWALET TESOUICES ...ttt ettt s e sn e e e s e e s b e e nneeae 5.4-1
541  Affected ENVIFONMENT........ooiiiiiiiiiiie et 5.4-1
5.4.2 REQUIALONY SELHNG ...eeeiiieiiiiiiiie e e e e e e 5.4-5
5.4.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ...........ccovuvieeeeiiiiiiiieiee e 5.4-10
5.4.4 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT ........c.oiiiiiiiiiiiieae e ee e eieeee e 5.4-12
5.4.5 RETEIENCES. ... e 5.4-20
Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change..........cccceviiiiiiiieiiiiieie e 5.5-1
55.1 ENvironmental SEttNG .......cocviiiiiie et 5.5-1
5.5.2 REQUIALONY SELHNG ...eeiiiiiiiiieieiie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e nnees 5.5-2
5.5.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ..........cc.uueeiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieiieeeee e 5.5-3
554 Environmental IMpact ASSESSIMENT........cccuviiiiiiiie e 5.5-4
555 REFEIENCES. ...ttt e e e e e et e e e e e e nees 5.5-5
R yCTol (=T 11T ] o U E RS SRPUPRRRR 5.6-1
5.6.1 Environmental SettiNg ........cc.uevieiiiiii e 5.6-1
5.6.2 REQUIALONY SEING ..eeeieieeeiiiiie et 5.6-2

Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project
Draft EIS/EIR



TABLE OF CONTENTS

5.6.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ..........ccuueeiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiei e 5.6-5
5.6.4 Environmental IMpact ASSESSIMENT........cccviiiiiiiieiiiiee e 5.6-6
5.6.5 REFEIENCES. ...t a e e 5.6-10
5.7 Wilderness Values and Management.............coouiiiiiiiiiiia et ee e eieeeee e e 5.7-1
5.7.1 Environmental SettiNg ........cc.ueeieiiiiiie e 5.7-1
5.7.2 REQUIALONY SEHING ..eeiieiieeieiie et 5.7-1
5.7.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ..........ccueeeiiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 5.7-2
5.7.4 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT........ccccoiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiiiiieee e e e e e e e e siienes 5.7-2
575 REFEIENCES. ... e et e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e nanees 5.7-6
5.8 ECONOMIC RESOUICES ....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt et e e e e s s e e 5.8-1
5.8.1 Environmental SEttNG ........oc.ueeiiiieei e 5.8-1
5.8.2 RyCTo (U1 E= N o] YA T= ] o U UUT O UPPPPPRPRN 5.8-5
5.8.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ...........coccvviiiiiieeiiiiiceie e 5.8-5
5.8.4 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT ........cccouiiiiiiiiiiie et 5.8-6
5.85  REEIENCES.....iiiiiiiicr e 5.8-9
5.9 ENVIrONMENTAl JUSTICE ......ooieiiiiiiieeeie ettt 5.9-1
591 Environmental SEttiNG .......coovviiiiiie e 5.9-1
5.9.2 REQUIALONY SELHNG ...eeeiiieiiiiiiieei et e e e e e 5.9-3
5.9.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ..........ccccveeiieeiiiiiiiiiiee e 5.9-4
5.9.4 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT ........ccouiiiiiiiiiiaee e ieiiiiee e e eeiieee e e 5.9-5
5.95 RETEIEINCES. ...ttt e e et e e e e e e anees 5.9-6
5.10 Comparison of the AIREINALIVES ...........uueiiiiiii e 5.10-1
5.10.1 Overview Of AIREINALIVES .........cooiiiiiiiiiii et 5.10-1
5.10.2 Alternatives COMPAIISON ........cciiiiriieiiiiieiiieeee st e e eiee e e e nneee s 5.10-2
5.10.3 Comparison of Environmental Effects of Alternatives ..............cooccceeeinnnnis 5.10-3
5.10.4 Designation of the Environmentally Superior Alternative .............ccccceeevnnen.. 5.10-8
5.10.5  REIEIENCES. ...oi ittt e e e e e e e e e 5.10-8
CHAPTER 6  Other Required DISCIOSUIES .......cccoeiiririiiiiriiirinereneninisesiseseseseseens 6-1
6.1 Relationship between Short-term Uses of the Environment and Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-term ProducCtiVity ... 6-1
6.1.1  AQUALIC RESOUICES ... .eiiiiieiiiitiiiiee e e ettt e e e e s et e e e e e s e st e e e e e s e aantbe et e e e e eannenes 6-1
6.1.2  Terrestrial RESOUICES. .. ..o i ie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e eneeeeas 6-2
6.1.3 Human and Ecological EXPOSUIE ..........cciiiiiiiiiiiieieee e 6-2
6.1.4 WVALEN RESOUITES ....utiuiuiiiitiiiiiiiateteuetatetesesesesebesebebsbessbebbssbebsbsbeseesesesssssesbsesenennnes 6-2
6.1.5  Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change ...........cccceiiiiiiiiiiei e 6-2
6.1.6 RECreation RESOUITES ........ccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiesiet ettt 6-2
6.1.7  WIlAEINESS VAIUES ....ccoiiiiiiiiiite ettt 6-3
6.1.8 ECONOMIC RESOUICES ...ttt 6-3
6.1.9  Environmental JUSHICE .........cccuiiiiiiiiic ittt 6-3
6.2 Unavoidable Adverse EffeCtS ... 6-4
6.3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of RESOUICES..........ccuuvveeeeeiiiiiiiiiieee e
6.3.1  Alternative 2: Proposed Action (Rotenone Treatment)
6.3.2  Alternative 3: Combined Physical Removal ...........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiieee e,
6.4 Growth-INdUCING IMPACLS ......eeiiiiiei e e e e e e e e e e e e neeeeas 6-6
6.4.1 Environmental SettiNg ..........vuiiiiiiiiie e 6-7
6.4.2 HOUSING .ttt ettt e et e e e e s nne s 6-7
6.4.3  Assessment Criteria and Methodology ...........ccueeiiieiiiiiiiiieeee e 6-7
Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Restoration Project iii

Draft EIS



TABLE OF CONTENTS

6.4.4 Environmental Impact ASSESSMENT........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 6-8
6.5 CUMUIALIVE EFFECES ..o 6-9
6.5.1  INErOTUCHION ..ottt 6-9
6.5.2  APPIOACK.... oo e a e 6-9
6.5.3  SIgNIfICANCE CILEIIA ....eiiii ittt a e e e 6-10
6.5.4 IMPACT ANAIYSIS ...ttt et 6-10
6.6 RETEIBNCES ...t e 6-18
CHAPTER 7  Mitigation MEASUIES ......cccccvririririririiieiiisisisies sttt 7-1
7.1 Avoidance and MiniMization MEASUIES .......c.ccuuviiiiiieeiiie et 7-1
7.1.1  Aquatic Resources...........cccceeuuvuen.
7.1.2  Terrestrial Resources
7.1.3 Human and Ecological EXPOSUIE .........ccoicuiiiiiiiieeiiiie e
7.1.4  Archaeological and Paleontological Resources ...
7.15 Hazardous Materials and SpillS...........coeoriiiiiiiiieeiie e
T8 WIIHFITE o
CHAPTER 8  LISLOfPrEPArerS ... 8-1
8.1 AGENCY PEISONNE ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e naebeeeeeens 8-1
8.2 EIS/EIR CONSUITANTS. .....cciiiiiieiiiiie et n e nnnees 8-2
A PPENDICES
Appendix A Notice of Intent and Notice of Preparation
Appendix B Alternatives Formulation Report
Appendix C Screening-Level Ecological and Human Health Risk Assessment
Appendix D Analysis of the Effects of Rotenone on Aquatic Invertebrates
Appendix E Aguatic Invertebrates Interagency Monitoring Plan
TABLE
Table 1-1 Potential Permits, Approvals, and CoNSUIALIONS..........ccooiiviiiiiiieeiiiee e 1-9
Table 5.1-1 History of Paiute Cutthroat Trout from mid-1800s to the Present............cccccovvveiiiieeeiineenn. 5.1-5
Table 5.1-2 Department of Fish and Game fish stocking records for Silver King Creek Watershed
(RO (o3 o1 (=TT =T o OO PUPRRRPRR 5.1-15
Table 5.1-3 Department of Fish and Game Fish Stocking Records for Tamarack Lake (1955 to
L (2251=T 01 OO TP T TP PPRTRP 5.1-16
Table 5.1-4 Gill Net Sets in Tamarack Lake, Silver King Creek Watershed, Alpine County, During
2001 10 2008 .....coeeeieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeee e ettt e ee et e et e e ettt —t e e e e et ettt et ettt et e s ettt s ettt s s s e st e st st s e s e s e s s s et e nnnrnnnnnneas 5.1-17
Table 5.1-5 Paiute Cutthroat Trout Reintroduction to Upper Fish Valley Following the 1991-1993
ChemiCal TrEAIMENT .....coiiiii ittt e et e s e e e s b e e e e anbr e e e e 5.1-17
Table 5.1-6 Common Indices and Metrics of Macroinvertebrate Composition and Population
ALLFDULES .ttt e e e e s 5.1-21
Table 5.1-7 Stream Habitat (Miles) Occupied by Pure Paiute Cutthroat Trout under Existing
Conditions and with the PropoSed ACHON .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiie e 5.1-35
Table 5.1-8 Four- and eight-hour exposure toxicity values of two formulations of rotenone (ug/L)
for rainbow trout fry and several species of invertebrates. Unless otherwise noted,
values represent SUrvival at 48 NOUIS .......cooii i 5.1-37
Table 5.1-9 Time to Re-establishment from Rotenone TreatmentsS..........ccccovveeeeiiiiee i 5.1-42
iv Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project

Draft EISEIR



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Table 5.3-1 International (CAS), National (EPA-RC) and State (CDPR) Registration Codes for

Chemicals Detected in Rotenone Formulations Proposed for Use in the Silver King

Creek WALEISNEA .......ooiiiiiii e 5.3-2
Table 5.4-1 Dissolved Oxygen and pH in Silver King Creek and Tributaries. Single Measurements

at Each Site, July and AUGQUSE 2003..........ooiiimiieeiiiiee et 5.4-5
Table 5.9-1 Population and Population Growth (2000—2007) ........cceeirrrieriirieerireee e sieeee e 5.9-1
Table 5.9-2 Population Projections (2000—2030) ........uuueiiieeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeiiieeree e e e st eee e e e ssanrreae e e e s 5.9-2
Table 5.9-3 RACE/ELNNICILY (2006) ... .eiiiieeiiiiiiiiie e sttt e e et e e e e e e e e e e s st r e e e e e e s eeabraeaeeessnsraees 5.9-3
Table 5.9-4 INCOME AN POVEITY RALES ... .eiiiiiiiii ettt ettt e et e e et e e sneeeesteeeen 5.9-3
Table 5.10-1 Comparison of Environmental Effects of Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout

Restoration ProjeCt AIEINALIVES ........ooieeiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e e e eneeee 5.10-4
Table 6-1 Projects Considered in Cumulative Impacts Analysis for the Proposed Action ..................... 6-11
FIGURES
Figure 1-1 Silver King Creek Project Area and Regional Geography ..........ccccccoecvvveeieeeiiiiiiieeieeesesiineen 1-5
Figure 3-1 Proposed Action Components and DEeSCIIPON ..........ceiiiiiiiieiiee e 3-5
Figure 5.1-1 Status of Silver King Creek FiSheries RESOUICES ........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiieiee e 5.1-3
Figure 5.1-2 Barrier Falls in Silver King Canyon (CDFG 2000) .......ccciiuitieiiiieeniieeeesiieeeeniieeesseeeessneeeens 5.1-9
Figure 5.4-1 Average Monthly Flows Recorded on Silver King Creek (1945-1951)........ccccveeveeeiiiiiniieenn. 5.4-3
Figure 5.4-2 2003-2004 Temperature Profile for Silver King Creek: Upper Fish Valley, Carson

RANGET DISTIICE. .. eee ittt ettt e e b e e st b e e e st e e snreeeenieeen 5.4-4
Figure 5.6-1 Silver King Creek Recreational RESOUICES..........ccuviiiriiiieiiieie et 5.6-3
Figure 5.6-2 Silver King Creek Regional Recreational Fishing RESOUICeS............cccceeviieeeiiiiieiniieeenieen, 5.6-7

A B B R E VI

A T 1 ON S

ACRONYMS, & UNITS O F M EASURE
% percent
°C degree Celsius

°F degree Fahrenheit

pa/L micro-grams per liter

AFR Alternatives Formulation Report

APDE areas of potential direct effect

APE area of potential effect

AQCR Mountain Counties Intrastate Air Quality Control Region

ATCMs Air Toxics Control Measures

ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Basin Plan Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin
River Basin

BEHMA Lake Davis Bald Eagle Habitat Management Area

BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BOD biochemical oxygen demand

CAA Clean Air Act

Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Restoration Project %

Draft EIS



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards
CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CAR Critical Aquatic Refuge

CARB California Air Resources Board

CCR California Code of Regulations

CDEC California Data Exchange Center

CDF California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection
CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

CDPR California Department of Pesticide Regulation
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

cfs cubic feet per second

CHHSLs California Human Health Screening Levels

CHP California Highway Patrol

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent

Cco Carbon Monoxide

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources

CSM conceptual site model

CSucC California State University, Chico

CSWRCB California State Water Resources Control Board
CVP Central Valley Project

CWA Clean Water Act

CWD Coarse Woody Debris

dB Decibels

DBDW Department of Boating and Waterways

dbh diameter of breast height

DBW California Department of Boating and Waterways
DDE Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene

DFG California Department of Fish and Game

DFPZ Defensible Fuel Profile Zone

DHS California Department of Health Services

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control
DWR California Department of Water Resources

EA Environmental Assessment

EAC Early Action Compact

EDUs equivalent dwelling units

EHAP Environmental Hazards Assessment Program
EIR Environmental Impact Report

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EPC exposure point concentration

Vi Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project

Draft EISEIR



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ERP Ecosystem Restoration Program

ESA Federal Endangered Species Act

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FAR Federal Aviation Regulation

FFDCA Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act

FGC California Fish and Game Code

FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act of 1972
FY fiscal year

GIS Geographic Information Systems

GLRID Grizzly Lake Resort Improvement District

gpm gallons per minute

HAP hazardous air pollutant

HBSL Health Based Screening Level

HTNF Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest

ICS Incident Command System

ISO Insurance Services Office

KOP Key Observation Point

LDSC Lake Davis Steering Committee

Leq equivalent noise level

LLNL Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Lmax maximum sound level

Lmin minimum sound level

LOAEL Lowest Observable Adverse Effects Level
LOP Limited Operating Period

LORs local laws, ordinances, and regulations

LRMP Land and Resource Management Plan

M&l municipal and industrial

MACT maximum achievable control technology
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MCAB Mountain Counties Air Basin

MCLs Maximum Contaminant Levels

mg milligram

MIS management indicator species

MOA Memorandum of Agreement

MSDS material safety data sheet

NAHC California Native American Heritage Commission
NAICS North American Industry Classification System
NEIC Northeast Information Center

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NESHAPS National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Restoration Project vii

Draft EIS



TABLE OF CONTENTS

NIOSH
NO
NO2
NOA
NOAEL
NOC
NOEL
NOI
NOP
NPDES
NPV
NRHP
NSAQMD
NSPS
NSR
NVUM
o&M
OEHHA
OHV
OM
OPR
OSHA
PAC
PAOT(s)
PBO
PCEH
PCFCD
PCT
PELs
pH

PM

PNF
ppb
PPE
Proposed Action
PSD

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health

nitric oxide

nitrogen dioxide

Notice of Availability

no-observed adverse effects level

Notice of Completion

no observed effect level

Notice of Intent

Notice of Preparation

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
net present value

National Register of Historic Places

Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District
New Source Performance Standards

New Source Review

National Visitor Use Monitoring

operations and maintenance

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

Off-Highway Vehicle

Operations Manual

California Office of Planning and Research
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Protected Activity Center

Person(s) At One Time

piperonyl butoxide

Plumas County Environmental Health

Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

Paiute cutthroat trout

permissible exposure limits

Phosphates

Particulate Matter

Plumas National Forest

parts per billion

Personal Protective Equipment

Paiute Cutthroat Trout Recovery Project

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

PUC Public Utilities Code

PWC Personal Water Craft

RCA Riparian Conservation Area

RCO Riparian Conservation Objective

RfD reference dose

Viii Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project

Draft EISEIR



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ROD
RT
RWQCB
SCAQMD
SEIS
semi-VOCs
SF
SHPO
SIC

SIP
SMS
SNFPA
S02
SPL
SPPPC
SWP
SWRCB
TACs
TMDL
TOC
TRV
TSCA
TWA
ucD
UR
USACE
USDA
USEPA
USFS
USFWS
USGS
VOCs
VOL
VQO
WoE
Wu

Record of Decision

rainbow trout

Regional Water Quality Control Board
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Supplemental EIS

semi-volatile organic compounds
slope factor

State Historic Preservation Officer
Standard Industrial Classification System
State Implementation Plan

Scenic Management System

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment
Sulfur Dioxide

sound pressure levels

Sierra Pacific Power Company

State Water Project

State Water Resources Control Board
toxic air contaminants

Total Maximum Daily Load

total organic carbon

toxicity reference value

Toxic Substances Control Act
Time-Weighted Average

University of California at Davis

unit risk

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

volatile organic compounds

volatile organic liquid

Visual Quality Objective

weight of evidence

Wildland Urban Intermix

Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Restoration Project

Draft EIS



TABLE OF CONTENTS

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

X Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project
Draft EIS/EIR



CHAPTER 1

Executive Summary

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement /Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) has been
prepared jointly by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) (collectively referred to hereafter as the Agencies) for the proposed
Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project (proposed Action). The objective of the proposed
Action is to establish native Paiute cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii seleniris) as the only
trout species in Silver King Creek for the purpose of preventing hybridization with other trout
species. This is a critical and necessary step to preventing Paiute cutthroat trout from becoming
extinct, conserving the species, and restoring it to a level that could allow it to be removed from
the federal threatened species list. The proposed Action entails the eradication of non-native trout
species from 11 stream miles of Silver King Creek, its tributaries and Tamarack Lake. The
Agencies propose to use the piscicide rotenone to eradicate non-native trout and to neutralize the
rotenone downstream of Silver King Canyon at its confluence with Snodgrass Creek using
potassium permanganate. The Agencies also propose to restock Silver King Creek with native
Paiute cutthroat trout. Chapter 3.0, Project Alternatives, presents a detailed description of the
proposed Project and alternatives.

The USFWS is the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) lead agency for Paiute Cutthroat
Trout Restoration Project. The USFWS is proposing this action in fulfillment of its
responsibilities to implement the Revised Paiute Cutthroat Trout Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004),
which has an ultimate goal of delisting the species from being threatened and/or endangered.
NEPA directs that federal agencies prepare an environmental evaluation for any major activity
having the potential to significantly affect the environment. This EIS/EIR addresses the potential
impacts of the proposed Action and will:

= Help public officials make decisions on the recovery project based on an understanding of
environmental consequences and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the
environment;

= ldentify ways to avoid or significantly reduce environmental impacts;

= Prevent significant, avoidable impacts to the environment by requiring changes in projects by
considering alternatives and mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the
changes to be feasible;

= Disclose to the public the environmental information and analysis upon which Federal
decisions is based; and

= To complete site-specific analysis of all public lands potentially affected by the proposed
Action.

This document also addresses the requirements for an EIR under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and thus satisfies CDFG’s CEQA lead agency responsibilities. It describes
the proposed Action and a reasonable range of alternatives (including the no Action alternative)
and the natural and human environments. The document presents an analysis of direct and
indirect impacts on these environments for each of the alternatives, describes the mitigation
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measures to reduce adverse environmental effects. It addresses cumulative and growth-inducing
effects and identifies unavoidable impacts that cannot be reduced to less than significant with
mitigation. It also presents a record of consultation and coordination with others during EIS/EIR
preparation.

1.1 BACKGROUND

Silver King Creek, downstream from Llewellyn Falls to Silver King Canyon and associated
tributaries in Alpine County, is the native range of the Paiute cutthroat trout, one of the rarest
trout subspecies (USFWS 1985). Indigenous only to Silver King Creek, Paiute cutthroat trout
were listed as endangered by the USFWS under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of
1966 on March 11, 1967 (USFWS 1967) and reclassified to threatened under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 on July 16, 1975 (USFWS 1975). Out-of-basin populations of Paiute
cutthroat trout have been established by the Agencies in several California streams including the
North Fork of Cottonwood Creek and Cabin Creek in the Inyo National Forest (Mono County),
Sharktooth Creek (Fresno County) and Stairway Creek (Madera County) on the Sierra National
Forest.

Hybridization with non-native trout species is the primary threat to Paiute cutthroat trout
(USFWS 2004, 1985). When interbred with Lahontan cutthroat or rainbow trout, Paiute cutthroat
trout tend to lose their distinctiveness through hybridization (USFWS 2004). The fish in the
reach between Llewellyn Falls and Silver King Canyon are a genetic mixture of introduced
rainbow (O. mykiss), Lahontan cutthroat (O. c. henshawi), golden trout (O. aquabonita sp.), and
native Paiute cutthroat trout. An unauthorized introduction of rainbow trout in Paiute cutthroat
trout populations required rotenone treatments and restoration efforts spanning from 1950 to
present to remove hybridized fish and safeguard restored pure populations of Paiute cutthroat
trout. Genetically pure Paiute cutthroat trout are currently found in the area upstream of
Llewellyn Falls, where a sheepherder moved fish from Silver King Creek (in 1912) and from
where other tributary populations have been established (i.e., Four Mile Canyon Creek, Fly
Valley Creek, Coyote Valley Creek and Corral Valley Creek). Native Paiute cutthroat trout
seldom move great distances within the stream system and are rarely found downstream of
Llewellyn Falls in Silver King Creek. However, hybridized fish could easily be introduced
inadvertently above the falls, where Paiute cutthroat trout were restored by CDFG in the early
1990s.

1.2 OBJECTIVE/PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The objective of the proposed Action is to establish the Paiute cutthroat trout as the only
salmonid fish species in Silver King Creek for the purpose of preventing hybridization with other
salmonids. This is an important and necessary step in preventing Paiute cutthroat trout from
going extinct and conserving the species and restoring it to a level that would allow it to be
removed from the federal threatened species list. To accomplish this objective, the Agencies
would remove all non-native trout from the project area prior to restocking with pure Paiute
cutthroat trout. The Agencies are also evaluating the necessity of removing fish from Tamarack
Lake at the headwaters of Tamarack Lake Creek, a tributary of Silver King Creek, if fish are
present. Chapter 3.0, Project Alternatives presents the surveys the Agencies will complete to
determine the presence or absence of fish and the criteria that would be used to determine
whether treatment of the lake is necessary.

1-2 Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project
Draft EIS/EIR



CHAPTER 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Paiute cutthroat trout are currently found upstream of Llewellyn Falls; however, easy public
access between areas downstream and upstream of Llewellyn Falls may result in an unauthorized
transplant of hybridized fish to areas above the falls where Paiute cutthroat trout are currently
found in its genetically pure form (see Figure 1-1). Therefore, the Agencies are proposing to
eradicate non-native trout within the historical range of Paiute cutthroat trout from areas
downstream of Llewellyn Falls and restocking Paiute cutthroat trout, expanding its range to a
series of six impassible fish barriers in Silver King Canyon and associated tributaries and
increasing its population. These barriers, the two highest being 8 and 10 feet high, would
geographically isolate Paiute cutthroat trout from other trout species and greatly reduce the
likelihood of an illegal introduction.

The purpose and need for the proposed Action is to restore Paiute cutthroat trout to its historic
range as stated in the Revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004), and thereby satisfy one critical
Recovery Plan component for delisting the species. The project would make Paiute cutthroat
trout the only trout species in Silver King Creek above Silver King Canyon. By expanding the
populations and range of the species, the proposed Action would also increase the probability of
long-term viability and reduce threats from genetic bottlenecking and stochastic events.

1.3 PROPOSED ACTION
Under the proposed Action, the Agencies would:

= Eradicate non-native trout from Silver King Creek and its tributaries between Llewellyn Falls
and Silver King Canyon, as well as Tamarack Lake (if fish are present), using chemical
treatment (rotenone);

= Neutralize the rotenone downstream of Silver King Canyon to the 30-minute travel time
mark near the confluence with Snodgrass Creek using potassium permanganate; and

= Restock the Project area with pure Paiute cutthroat trout from donor streams in the upper
Silver King Creek Watershed (i.e., Fly Valley Creek, Four Mile Canyon Creek, Silver King
Creek, or possibly Coyote Valley Creek).

The proposed Action would also include pre-treatment removal of fish by seeking Fish and
Game Commission approval for an increase daily bag limit of 5 fish per day in an attempt to
reduce existing non-native trout populations; pre-treatment biological surveys and monitoring for
amphibians and benthic macroinvertebrates; placement of signs to inform the public; water
quality monitoring (during and post treatment); and post-treatment biological monitoring.
Chapter 3.0, Project Alternatives, presents a more detailed description of the proposed Action
and alternatives, including a map (Figure 3-1) depicting the components of the proposed Action,
including treatment area, drip stations and other activities. The Agencies would apply rotenone
to the project area in the summer of 2009 and 2010 (and 2011 if needed). Additional treatments
would be scheduled as necessary to ensure complete removal of non-native trout from the project
area.

1.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SUMMARY

The CDFG and Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest (HTNF) originally scheduled the proposed
Action for 2002 or 2003. The HTNF mailed notices to approximately 700 citizens, groups, and
agencies. The NEPA process requires notifying and involving affected and interested parties.
Project notices were mailed to the following stakeholders:
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= Citizens who live, work, or recreate in the area of the proposed Action.

= Public interest groups and native communities concerned about environmental, social, or
economic impacts.

= Federal, state, local, and tribal governmental agencies with public resource responsibility.
= Representatives of recreational industry conducting business in the project area.

= Scientists and other technical experts with knowledge of the natural resources in the project
area.

On April 2, 2002, CDFG and HTNF staff met with the Alpine County Board of Supervisors to
discuss the proposed Action. CDFG filed a CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration on May 29,
2002, and a Notice of Determination on April 10, 2003. Public meetings were held on April 26,
2002; April 11, 2003; and April 30, 2004. CDFG also met with the Alpine County Board of
Supervisors on May 20, 2002.

On April 30, 2002, HTNF issued 198 NEPA scoping letters. An additional three letters were sent
upon request. Public scoping continued through May 30, 2002. Eight response letters were
received. Public meetings were held at Turtle Rock Park in Alpine County on April 26, 2002 and
in Markleeville on May 20, 2002. On July 31, 2002, HTNF distributed an Environmental
Assessment for 30-day public review and comment. HTNF mailed the Environmental
Assessment to the citizens, groups, and agencies that responded to the scoping notice or
requested the Environmental Assessment. HTNF received seven comment letters. However,
HTNF postponed the project on March 13, 2003 and mailed a letter informing interested parties.

The CDFG and HTNF rescheduled the proposed Action for 2004 and the HTNF Schedule of
Proposed Actions was mailed to the same approximately 700 parties. On December 22, 2003,
HTNF mailed 218 NEPA scoping letters to inform the public that HTNF was preparing an EA
and was accepting comments until January 9, 2004. However, in 2005, the courts determined that
an EIS was required so the action was postponed again.

In 2006, the USFWS determined to undertake the EIS and published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an EIS in the Federal Register (FR 71 32125 — 32126) on June 2, 2006. The NOI,
included with this EIS/EIR (refer to Appendix A), requested public comment on the proposal
from June 2 through July 3, 2006. In addition, as part of the public involvement process, the
USFWS held a public scoping meeting in Markleeville on June 19, 2006. Approximately nine
citizens attended the meeting. USFWS used the comments raised at the meeting to develop a list
of issues requiring further analysis in the EIS/EIR (refer to Appendix A and Chapter 2.0,
Introduction).
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CDFG prepared a CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) on September 16, 2008. The NOP opened
the public scoping period and invited the public to offer comments on the Project until

October 31, 2008. The NOP is included as Appendix A herein. One public scoping meeting for
the EIR was held in Alpine County at Turtle Rock Park in Markleeville, California on October 7,
2008, at 4:00 p.m. Press releases were issued to local radio, television, and print media outlets to
notify the public of the meeting. CDFG sent approximately 210 direct mail notices to potentially
interested parties including residents, various State, local, and Federal agencies along with
existing CDFG, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and U.S. Forest Service
(USFS) contacts. USFWS and CDFG presented information on the proposed Action and its
potential effects and the role the public plays in the environmental review process. Participants
were encouraged to provide verbal comments at the scoping meetings or to provide written
comments. The Agencies met with the Alpine County Board of Supervisors on October 21,
2008, and November 18, 2008, and the Alpine Watershed Group on January 13, 2009, to discuss
the proposed Action.

1.4.1 Agency Consultation and Coordination

The Agencies are actively consulting and coordinating with Federal, State, and local agencies,
and tribes that have an interest in the proposed Action or could have a role in reviewing and/or
providing permits or other approvals for aspects of the Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration
Project. The Agencies have met with representatives of various federal, state, and local agencies
regarding the respective interests of these agencies. This section presents a list of agencies that
were asked to review the portions of the document relevant to that agency’s jurisdiction,
responsibilities, and concerns, and provide input on the following: 1) errors and omissions; 2)
significance criteria; 3) environmental effects; and 4) potential mitigation measures. The USFWS
and CDFG have posted the Draft EIS/EIR on their respective websites and mailed copies to the
following agencies, individuals and organizations:

FEDERAL AGENCIES
= Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

= Federal Tribes

= U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

= U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), San Francisco Division

= U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

= U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
= U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Agricultural Library

= U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service
= U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Office of Civil Rights

= U.S. Department of Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

= U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)

= U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 9 San Francisco

= U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
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= U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest (HTNF)
= U.S. Forest Service, Carson Ranger District

STATE AGENCIES
= California Department of Boating and Waterways

= California Department of Food & Agriculture

= California Department of Health Services (CDHS)

= California Department of Pesticide Regulation (CDPR)

= California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)

= California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

= California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)

= Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)
= State Clearinghouse

= State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

= State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES
= Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD)

= Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board)

= Alpine County Board of Supervisors
= Town of Markleeville

INDIVIDUALS AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS
= Alpine County Chamber of Commerce

= Alpine County Clerk

= Alpine County Sheriff

= Alpine Watershed Group

= Carson River Resort

= Sorensen’s Resort

= Woodfords Station

= Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California
= Center for Collaborative Policy
= Friends of Hope Valley

= Nancy Erman

= Jim Crouse

= David Katz
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= Mike Matuska
= John Regan

= Bob Rudden

= Judy Wickwire
= Dave Zelmer

The Notice of Availability (NOA), including a web link to the EIS/EIR, was sent to the project
mailing list and residents of Alpine County. In addition, CDs were made available at no cost to
the public.

142 Public Review of EIS/EIR

After the Draft EIS/EIR is published, USFWS and CDFG will send the NOA/NOC and a
newsletter to local newspapers including the Tahoe Tribune, Douglas County Record Courier,
the project mailing list, and several libraries in the region.

The NOC will be filed with the Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, and the
USFWS will publish the NOA in the Federal Register, beginning a 45-day public comment
period.

143 Intended Uses of the EIS/EIR

This section identifies the agencies that are expected to use the EIS/EIR in their decision-
making, potential permits and approvals, and related environmental review and consultations
required by Federal, State, and local laws, regulations, or policies.

As described above, the USFWS is the lead agency under NEPA. The USFWS will issue a
Record of Decision (ROD) stating whether the EIS complies with NEPA requirements. CDFG is
the lead agency under CEQA. CDFG will decide whether to certify the EIR and to issue a Notice
of Determination (NOD), Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations. The
USFS will determine whether or not to approve the use of motorized equipment and whether or
not to approve the use of pesticides for this Project. The Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Water Board) will decide whether to issue a discharge permit.

Other Federal, State, and local permits, approvals and consultations that may be required for the
Proposed Action are identified in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1 Potential Permits, Approvals, and Consultations

Agency Permits/Approvals/Consultations

Alpine County Hazardous materials permit

Alpine County Restricted Materials Permit (Restricted Pesticides)

NAHC Coordination and consultation on Section 106 NHPA consultation

OEHHA Consultation on risk assessment, toxicology of active and inert ingredients of rotenone formulation used, and health
and safety issues

SHPO Section 106 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) consultation
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1.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND PROPOSED ACTION

In addition to the proposed Action of rotenone treatment, the alternatives evaluated in this
EIS/EIR include No Action and Combined Physical Removal (a non-chemical alternative).

Alternative 1: No Action. Both NEPA and CEQA require consideration of the No Action
alternative. This option includes continuing the current stream and fishery management practices
into the foreseeable future. This alternative would include the continued protection of pure Paiute
cutthroat trout populations in Upper Fish Valley by restricting recreational fishing on a small
portion Silver King Creek below Llewellyn Falls.

Alternative 2: Proposed Action (Rotenone Treatment). The proposed Action includes pre-
treatment biological surveys and monitoring for amphibians and benthic macroinvertebrates,
placement of signs to inform the public, rotenone treatment of Silver King Creek and its
tributaries as well as Tamarack Lake (if fish are present), neutralization downstream of the
project area at Silver King Canyon using potassium permanganate, water quality monitoring, and
post-treatment biological monitoring. After two to three years of treatment, the Agencies would
restock the project area with pure Paiute cutthroat trout.

Alternative 3: Combined Physical Removal. This non-chemical alternative would include a
combination of electrofishing, gill netting, seining, and other physical methods to address Silver
King Creek and its tributaries, springs, and Tamarack Lake (if fish are present). Because this
method could have low efficiency in a rocky stream environment, it would be implemented over
multiple years (i.e., until no fish are found using physical removal techniques).

1.6 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed Project would result in the following environmental impacts as described in detail
in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences.

= Biological impacts on species composition and potential loss of benthic macroinvertebrate
species. Although, no known special-status macroinvertebrates or endemic species (occur
only within the Silver King Creek Watershed) exist in the project area, the rotenone
treatment could result in loss of rare or endemic species.

= Less-than-significant impacts on amphibians present in Silver King Creek, because the
Agencies would implement amphibian monitoring and relocation efforts prior to
commencing chemical treatment.

= Elimination of existing non-native trout but significant beneficial effects on Paiute cutthroat
trout, expanding the population and range of the species and increasing the probability of
long-term viability.

= Less-than-significant risk of exposure to wildlife species in the project area, including such
species as the marten, yellow warbler, and willow flycatcher.

= Less-than-significant impacts to human exposure based on the remoteness of the project area,
distance to any downstream human population, and the possible controls placed on human
access during and after the treatment (potential emergency closure issued by the Fish and
Game Commission).

= Temporary but significant water quality impacts.
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= Less-than-significant impacts on recreation, wilderness values and management, and
environmental justice.

= Potential localized economic and recreation effects with the future possibility of reopening
the stream to fishing under the Fish and Game Commission.

= The proposed Action would result in cumulative beneficial effects to Paiute cutthroat trout by
expanding their range and population.

Section 5.10, Comparison of Alternatives, presents a tabular comparison of the impacts of each
alternative, including the No Action alternative. Section 5.10, Comparison of Alternatives, also
presents a summary of the mitigation measures required to reduce the impacts of the proposed
Action to less-than-significant. Impacts that are not reduced to less-than-significant are identified
as significant and unavoidable.

1.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires the designation of the environmentally superior alternative, which is the
alternative that would result in the fewest or least significant environmental impacts. However, if
the No Action alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then CEQA
requires that another alternative be identified as the environmentally superior alternative.

As demonstrated in Section 5.10, Comparison of Alternatives, and as illustrated by Table 5.10-1,
the No Action alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative because it would
avoid all of the potentially significant impacts of the proposed Action. However, with respect to
longer-term consequences, the No Action alternative would fail to implement the Revised
Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004) and Paiute cutthroat trout would not inhabit its historic range and
would be vulnerable to stochastic events, further hybridization, and possible extinction. While
the significant impacts of the proposed Action would be completely avoided in the short-term
under the No Action alternative, the No Action would fail to protect and preserve the species. In
comparison, Alternative 3 (Combined Physical Removal) would result in significant, direct
physical impacts, but may not be effective in the long term and would be very difficult to
implement and potentially infeasible. Therefore, the proposed Action is the environmentally
superior alternative.

1.8 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

This EIS/EIR examines the potential impacts of using the chemical rotenone and other
techniques to eradicate non-native trout from 11 miles of Silver King Creek and associated
tributaries as well as Tamarack Lake. Potential impacts include application of pesticide to water
and the resulting exposure of this stream and its aquatic receptors, within a designated wilderness
area, to this chemical. Issues to be resolved include whether this impact and chemical exposure
of non-target organisms, such as stream benthic macroinvertebrates (aquatic insects that live in
or on the bottom sediments) outweigh the risks of inaction to the existence of Paiute cutthroat
trout.

1.9 REFERENCES

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2004. Revised Recovery Plan for the Paiute cutthroat
trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii seleniris). Portland, Oregon. Ix + 105 pp.
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CHAPTER 2

Introduction

The USFWS and CDFG are proposing the Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project in Silver
King Creek in the HTNF. The proposed Action entails the eradication of non-native trout species
from 11 stream miles of Silver King Creek, its tributaries and Tamarack Lake. The Agencies
propose to use the piscicide rotenone to eradicate non-native trout and to neutralize the rotenone
downstream of Silver King Canyon at its confluence with Snodgrass Creek using potassium
permanganate. The Agencies also propose to restock Silver King Creek with native Paiute
cutthroat trout from donor streams in the upper watershed (i.e., Fly Valley Creek, Four Mile
Canyon Creek, Silver King Creek, or possibly Coyote Valley Creek). Chapter 3.0, Project
Alternatives, presents a detailed description of the proposed Action and the other alternatives.

The USFWS is the NEPA lead agency for the proposed Action and CDFG is the CEQA lead
agency. The USFWS is proposing this Action in fulfillment of its responsibilities to implement
the Revised Paiute Cutthroat Trout Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004), which has an ultimate goal of
delisting the species. CDFG is proposing this Action in its role as trustee agency for fish and
wildlife resources for the State of California, and will serve as the technical lead for this Action.
The USFS is a cooperating agency under NEPA because activities within designated wilderness
on National Forest Systems lands require USFS authorization (36 CFR 261.9f, 293.6c¢).
Specifically, the proposed Action would require USFS’ authorization for pesticide and motorized
equipment use (see Section 2.4 below). The proposed Action would also require a discharge
permit from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board), which would
be a responsible agency under CEQA. Section 2.4 below lists other permits and approvals likely
to be required for this Action.

2.1 HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

Silver King Creek, downstream from Llewellyn Falls to Silver King Canyon in Alpine County, is
part of the native range of the Paiute cutthroat trout, one of the rarest trout subspecies (USFWS
1985). Indigenous only to Silver King Creek, Paiute cutthroat trout were listed as threatened
under ESA on July 16, 1975 (USFWS 1975). Out-of-basin (referring to the Silver King Creek
Watershed) populations of Paiute cutthroat trout have been established by the Agencies in
several California streams including the North Fork of Cottonwood Creek and Cabin Creek in
the Inyo National Forest (Mono County), Sharktooth Creek (Fresno County), and Stairway Creek
(Madera County) in the Sierra National Forest.

Hybridization with non-native trout is the primary threat to Paiute cutthroat trout (USFWS 2004,
1985). When interbred with Lahontan cutthroat or rainbow trout, Paiute cutthroat trout tend to
lose their distinctiveness through hybridization (USFWS 2004). The fish in the reach between
Llewellyn Falls and Silver King Canyon are a genetic mixture of introduced rainbow, Lahontan
cutthroat, golden trout, and native Paiute cutthroat trout.
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2.1.1 Conservation Planning

At the time of its listing under ESA, non-native trout were considered a threat to the Paiute
cutthroat trout. When Paiute cutthroat trout were classified as threatened, a 4(d) rule was issued
to facilitate management between CDFG and the USFWS. As described above, through efforts
completed by CDFG, five small isolated populations of pure Paiute cutthroat trout have been
established outside of its native range. These small populations are and will continue to be at a
high risk of extinction due to the small size of the population and small habitat occupied by the
subspecies.

In 1994, CDFG prepared a programmatic EIR entitled “Rotenone Use for Fisheries
Management” to assess potential impacts of CDFG fisheries management programs and to
outline best management practices to minimize environmental effects.

To further recovery of the species, the USFWS published a Revised Recovery Plan for Paiute
cutthroat trout (USFWS 2004). Criteria for delisting Paiute cutthroat trout include:

= Removal of all non-native trout in Silver King Creek and its tributaries from downstream of
Llewellyn Falls to the fish barriers in Silver King Canyon;

= Restoration of a viable population to all historic habitat in Silver King Creek and its
tributaries from Llewellyn Falls to the impassable barriers in Silver King Canyon;

= Maintenance of Paiute cutthroat trout in all occupied streams;
= Maintenance of out-of-basin populations as refugia; and
= Development of a long-term conservation plan and agreement.

2.1.2 Past Restoration Efforts in Silver King Creek

The Agencies have conducted numerous rotenone treatments in the Silver King Creek
Watershed; however, the Agencies have not attempted eradication of non-native trout in the
proposed project area. Previously treated areas are depicted on Figure 5.1-1 (see Section 5.1,
Aquatic Biological Resources). The lower reaches of Four Mile Canyon Creek were treated with
rotenone from 1991 through 1993. Corral Valley Creek was treated with rotenone in 1964 and
1977. Coyote Valley Creek was treated with rotenone in 1964, 1977, and 1987 through 1988.
Silver King Creek above Llewellyn Falls was treated in 1964, 1976, and 1991 through 1993. As
a result, Paiute cutthroat trout have been successfully reintroduced to all these streams.
Population monitoring verified with genetic testing concluded that these previous efforts have
been successful in eliminating non-native trout. Genetic study results indicate Paiute cutthroat
trout in areas above Llewellyn Falls and in Corral Valley and Coyote Valley creeks are not
hybridized (Israel et al. 2002, Cordes et al. 2004).

CDFG proposed to restore Paiute cutthroat trout in the proposed project area in 2003-2004.
Under CEQA, CDFG completed an Initial Study and a Mitigated Negative Declaration. CDFG
also applied to the Water Board for a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit to apply rotenone in Silver King Creek. The SWRCB granted an NPDES permit on July
6, 2005.

Because the proposed Action would occur on National Forest Service land, HTNF prepared an
EA under NEPA in July 2002, followed by a Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) in 2004. HTNF also prepared a Biological Assessment pursuant to Section 7
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under ESA with USFWS and a Biological Evaluation addressing potential effects on listed
species. USFWS issued a Biological Opinion on April 4, 2003.

Before the rotenone application began, a group of plaintiffs named Californians for Alternatives
to Toxics filed actions in federal and California courts to halt the project. On August 19, 2005,
the Sacramento Superior Court declined to issue a temporary restraining order against
implementation of the SWRCB permit, ruling that there was not enough evidence to decide that
the “degrading impacts on the watershed and its ecosystem outweigh the public’s interest in
preserving the Paiute cutthroat trout.” On August 23, 2005, the plaintiffs filed a request for a
temporary restraining order in U.S. District Court stating that the project warranted an EIS. On
August 31, 2005, the U.S. District Court granted a temporary restraining order against the
project. Finally, on September 1, 2005, the U.S. District Court granted a preliminary injunction
against the project, ruling that 1) the plaintiffs demonstrated a strong likelihood of irreparable
harm to potential rare and endemic species, 2) the balance of interests (imminent threats to
macroinvertebrates versus possible future threats to the survival of Paiute cutthroat trout) tipped
sharply in favor of the plaintiffs, and 3) the plaintiffs had raised “serious questions” that the
USFS had violated federal environmental laws in failing to prepare an EIS and/or an adequate
EA.

On September 30, 2005, CDFG requested the SWRCB to rescind its NPDES permit, and on
October 20, 2005, the SWRCB rescinded the permit. The court found that the action had become
moot and imposed no further requirements or restrictions.

CDFG had initially closed the area between Llewellyn Falls and Silver King Canyon prior to the
planned treatment in 2005. To protect pure Paiute cutthroat trout above Llewellyn Falls, and in
response to judicial decisions regarding the Water Board permit, CDFG closed the area to fishing
for an additional 90 days on an emergency basis. This closure was modified to the current
closure of Silver King Creek and tributaries from Llewellyn Falls downstream to Tamarack Lake
Creek based on California Fish and Game Commission findings in May 2006. Silver King Creek
also remains closed to fishing above Llewellyn Falls since the successful establishment of Paiute
cutthroat trout in this area since 1993. In addition, the California Fish and Game Commission
closed Corral Valley Creek and Coyote Valley Creek to fishing to protect pure Paiute cutthroat
trout populations established in these tributaries. Section 5.6, Recreation, presents a detailed
description of recent closure decisions.

2.2 OBJECTIVE/PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The objective of the proposed Action is to establish the Paiute cutthroat trout as the only trout
species in Silver King Creek for the purpose of preventing hybridization with other trout. This is
an important and necessary step in preventing Paiute cutthroat trout from going extinct and
conserving the species and restoring it to a level that would allow it to be removed from the
federal threatened species list. To accomplish this objective, the Agencies would remove all non-
native trout from the proposed project area prior to restocking with pure Paiute cutthroat trout
from donor streams in the upper watershed. The Agencies are also evaluating the necessity of
removing fish from Tamarack Lake at the headwaters of Tamarack Lake Creek, a tributary to
Silver King Creek, if fish are present. Chapter 3.0, Project Alternatives, presents the surveys the
Agencies will complete to determine the presence or absence of fish in these waters and the
criteria that would be used to determine whether treatment of the lake is necessary.

Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project 2-3
Draft EIS/EIR



CHAPTER 2
INTRODUCTION

Paiute cutthroat trout are currently found upstream of Llewellyn Falls; however, easy public
access between areas downstream and upstream of Llewellyn Falls (see Figure 1-1) may result in
an unauthorized transplant of hybridized fish to areas above the falls where Paiute cutthroat trout
are currently found in its genetically pure form. Therefore, the Agencies are proposing to
eradicate non-native trout within the historical range of Paiute cutthroat trout from areas
downstream of Llewellyn Falls and restocking Paiute cutthroat trout, expanding its range to a
series of six impassible fish barriers in Silver King Canyon and associated tributaries, thereby
increasing its population. These barriers, the two highest being 8 and 10 feet high, would
geographically isolate Paiute cutthroat trout from other trout species and greatly reduce the
likelihood of an illegal introduction.

The purpose and need for the proposed Action is to restore Paiute cutthroat trout to its historic
range as stated in the Revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004), and thereby satisfy one critical
Recovery Plan component for delisting the species. The proposed Action would make Paiute
cutthroat trout the only trout species in Silver King Creek above Silver King Canyon. By
expanding the populations and range of the species, the proposed Action would also increase the
probability of long-term viability and reduce threats from genetic bottlenecking and stochastic
events.

Many sections of the California Fish and Game Code (FGC) provide for the protection,
conservation, and management of California fisheries and other aquatic resources, including but
not limited to the following sections: 1600 et seq., 1700, 2050 et seq., 2118, 2119, 5501, and
15500 et seq. and associated regulations in Title 14 of the CCR such as 5.51, 236, 238, 238.5,
and 671. In some instances, the CDFG uses chemicals (piscicides) to manage fisheries in
California.

As discussed in additional detail below, the proposed Action would be consistent with USFS’
responsibility to manage and restore significant values within the wilderness. Additionally, the
proposed Action would further CDFG’s mandate to manage California’s diverse fish, wildlife,
and plant resources, and the habitats upon which they depend, for their ecological values and for
their use and enjoyment by the public.t

2.3 PROPOSED ACTION
Under the proposed Action, the Agencies would:

= Eradicate non-native trout from Silver King Creek and its tributaries between Llewellyn Falls
and Silver King Canyon, as well as Tamarack Lake (if fish are present), using chemical
treatment (rotenone);

= Neutralize the rotenone downstream of Silver King Canyon to the 30-minute travel time
mark near the confluence with Snodgrass Creek using potassium permanganate; and

= Restock the project area with pure Paiute cutthroat trout from donor streams in the upper
Silver King Creek Watershed (i.e., Fly Valley Creek, Four Mile Canyon Creek, Silver King
Creek, or possibly Coyote Valley Creek).

The proposed Action would also include pre-treatment removal of fish by seeking Fish and
Game Commission approval for an increase daily bag limit of 5 fish per day in an attempt to
reduce existing non-native trout populations; pre-treatment biological surveys and monitoring for

! www.dfg.ca.gov/about
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amphibians and benthic macroinvertebrates; placement of signs to inform the public; water
quality monitoring (during and post treatment); and post-treatment biological monitoring.
Chapter 3.0, Project Alternatives, presents a more detailed description of the proposed Action
and other alternatives, including a map (Figure 3-1) depicting the components of the proposed
Action. As part of the proposed Action, the Agencies would apply rotenone to the project area in
the summer of 2009 and 2010 (and 2011 if needed). Additional treatments would be scheduled as
necessary to ensure complete removal of non-native fish from the project area. The Agencies
would use one or a combination of three commercially available rotenone formulations, such as
CFT Legumine™, Noxfish®, and Nusyn-Noxfish®. CFT Legumine™ is a recently developed
“alternative” formulation that contains less potentially objectionable “inert” ingredients. The use
of CFT Legumine™ is consistent with Basin Plan rotenone provisions that encourage the
development of and the use of alternative formulations. Rotenone is a naturally-occurring
substance derived from the roots of several tropical and subtropical plant species belonging to
the genus Lonchocarpus or Derris. It has traditionally been used for fishing by indigenous tribes
in South America.

Depending on the formulation used for treatment of the proposed Project area, CFT Legumine™
and Noxfish® would be applied at a target concentration of 0.5 milligram per liter (mg/L) and
Nusyn-Noxfish® at a target concentration of approximately 1.0 mg/L rotenone formulation. The
amount of chemical applied would be based on field conditions (i.e., streamflow, etc.). The
treatment process would be completed over a week timeframe (or 7 working days). Rotenone
would be applied to the streams using 4 to 6-hour drip stations, with hand spraying in backwater
areas as necessary. As described in Chapter 3.0, Project Alternatives, Tamarack Lake, which
forms the headwaters of Tamarack Lake Creek, may be fishless and would only be treated if
gillnetting and/or other survey techniques, prior to implementation of the proposed Action,
showed that fish were present.

A neutralization station would be operated downstream of the application (to the 30-minute
travel time mark), at the confluence of Silver King Creek and Snodgrass Creek. Potassium
permanganate would be applied using a motorized auger at a rate of approximately 2 to 4 mg/L
until it was no longer necessary to detoxify rotenone. Under these conditions, potassium
permanganate would be reduced to manganese oxide, which would be present for less than a
couple of days (24-48 hours) following treatment. At these levels, potassium permanganate
would not threaten human health (see Section 5.3, Human and Ecological Health Concerns) and
would not violate water quality objectives (see Section 5.4, Water Resources). However,
potassium permanganate would temporarily result in purple or brown discoloration up to

2 stream miles downstream of the project boundary.

Fish killed during the treatment would be gathered and buried. Any remaining fish would be
washed downstream, consumed by foraging wildlife, or provide needed nutrients for
repopulating aquatic invertebrates.

Post-treatment stocking of Paiute cutthroat trout would begin in early summer during the year
following the final treatment, and would occur annually until the target population density is
established, with guidance from ongoing fish population monitoring and historic population data
(Deinstadt et al. 2004). Restocking would be conducted pursuant to guidelines and
recommendations for stocking and genetic diversity management in the Revised Recovery Plan
(USFWS 2004) and recent genetic studies (Cordes et al. 2004, Finger et al. 2008). Paiute
cutthroat trout used for restocking would come from pure populations within the Silver King
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Creek Watershed, namely Fly Valley Creek, Four Mile Canyon Creek, Coyote Valley Creek,
Corral Valley Creek, and Upper Silver King Creek (above Llewellyn Falls) (Cordes et al. 2004).

2.4 PERMITS AND APPROVALS FOR THE PROJECT

The following paragraphs describe the authority of the primary implementing and permitting
Agencies for this Action. Federal laws, regulations, and policies applicable to this decision
include the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), ESA, NEPA, the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Wilderness Act, and other legal
mandates.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The USFWS has responsibilities under ESA to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, and
plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people® and recover
threatened and endangered species. The proposed Action would implement major components of
the Paiute cutthroat trout Revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004).

The decisions to be made include determining the method for and the extent of fish removal in
Silver King Creek and its tributaries. Based on the environmental analyses presented in this Draft
EIS/EIR, USFWS will determine how to implement non-native trout eradication and would issue
a NEPA ROD signed by the Field Office Supervisor.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE

The Wilderness Act of 1964 established a National Wilderness Preservation System “to secure
for the American people of present and future generations the benefits of an enduring resource of
wilderness.” The Carson-lceberg Wilderness became part of the National Wilderness
Preservation System with passage of the California Wilderness Act of 1984. Human uses such as
recreation are allowed but are subordinate to the higher purpose of maintaining wilderness values
of 1) outstanding opportunities for solitude, and 2) the ability of natural processes to operate free
of human influence.

The use of chemicals and motorized equipment in wilderness require the approval of the USFS
Regional Forester (36 CFR 261.9f and 293.6¢). The decision to be made by USFS is limited to
whether or not to approve the use of motorized equipment and whether or not to approve the use
of pesticides for this Project.

This decision helps implement the standards and guidelines of the Toiyabe National Forest Land
and Resource Management Plan, specifically Wildlife and Fish standards 4 (page 1V-49), 5, 6,
and 11 (page 1V-50), regarding threatened and endangered species and the wilderness. Forest
Service Policy (FSM 2100) states that pesticide use in designated wilderness areas occur only
when necessary to restore significant values within the wilderness, and to base actual use on
analyses of effectiveness, specificity, environmental impacts, economic efficiency and human
exposure.

Forest Service Policy (FSM 2300) also states that motorized equipment use in designated
wilderness areas may occur when an essential activity is impossible to accomplish by non-
motorized means because of such factors as time or season limitations, safety, or other material

2 www.fws.gov/policy/npi99_01.html
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restrictions. All other aspects of the proposed Action fall within the jurisdiction of CDFG and
USFWS.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

The State of California’s fish and wildlife resources are held in trust for the people of the State
by and through CDFG (FGC, Section 711.7). Many sections of the FGC provide for the
protection and management of California fisheries and other aquatic resources, including but not
limited to the following: FGC Sections 1001, 1726, 1727, 1755(a)(1), 7260, for the Wild Trout
Policy and Trout policy; Sections 1600 et seq., 1700, 2050 et seq., 2118, 2119, 5501, and 15500
et seq., and associated regulations in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), such
as, 5.51, 236, 238, 238.5, and 671. In addition, as lead agency under CEQA, CDFG will issue a
NOD, Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations on the EIR.

LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

The Water Board will determine whether to grant Waste Discharge Requirements and whether
the proposed Action is consistent with Basin Plan provisions for rotenone treatments. The
Agencies have applied for a project-specific NPDES permit for rotenone application. The
NPDES permit for the proposed Action would contain receiving water limits applicable to
rotenone projects as contained in the Basin Plan. It would also require water quality monitoring
to verify compliance with receiving water limits within the project area and in downstream
waters both during and after the treatment.

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES AND CONCERNS

The paragraphs below summarize the environmental concerns raised by the public and agencies
that submitted comments on the 2004 Environmental Assessment and the recently published
NEPA NOI and CEQA NOP (refer to Appendix A). The issue of greatest public concern was the
potential impact of rotenone on benthic macroinvertebrates or aquatic invertebrates. These
species live all or part of their life cycle in or on the bottom sediments of Silver King Creek. The
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) suggests that rotenone use for fish control,
when implemented properly, does not present a significant threat of adverse effects on humans or
the environment (USEPA 2006). However, there has been increasing concern regarding potential
short and long-term impacts on non-target species, including aquatic macroinvertebrates and
amphibians.

In response to concerns over potential effects on aquatic macroinvertebrates and pursuant to
permit conditions issued by SWRCB, CDFG and HTNF implemented a pre-treatment monitoring
program, including collection of benthic macroinvertebrate samples from 2003 through the
present. To evaluate potential effects on benthic macroinvertebrates inhabiting Silver King
Creek, the Agencies compiled all the benthic macroinvertebrate population data collected in
Silver King Creek over the past 40 years to monitor the effects of rotenone on benthic
macroinvertebrates in Silver King Creek and similar sites within the Watershed. The resulting
technical report by Vinson and Vinson (2007) is provided as Appendix D herein. This report
provides part of the basis for Section 5.1, Aquatic Biological Resources.
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Several concerns were raised during the public involvement process completed in 2004 and were
addressed in the Environmental Assessment. These issues are also addressed in Chapter 5.0,
Environmental Consequences, and include:

= The potential effects of the proposed Action on Paiute cutthroat trout recovery and the
feasibility of removing hybridized fish from the project area.

= Potential effects on non-target organisms, including aquatic invertebrates, amphibians,
plankton, Forest Service Management Indicator Species and Sensitive Species, and other
federally-listed species. This may include species that rely on emerging aquatic insects, such
as the yellow warbler, willow flycatcher, mountain yellow-legged frog.

= Effects of rotenone formulations on water quality, including effects on human uses.

= Concern that water quality monitoring be employed to determine if applied chemicals
migrate outside the proposed project area.

= Effects on wilderness values and management and the use of chemicals and motorized
equipment.

= Effects on recreational fisheries resulting from temporary closure of 11 miles of stream in the
Iceberg-Carson Wilderness and Alpine County, including removal of a healthy non-native
fishery.

Additional concerns rose during subsequent appeals of the Decision Notice and FONSI. These
concerns area also addressed in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences, and include:

= Potential effects on macroinvertebrate communities - specifically on any rare and endemic
species that may exist in the Project area, including larval forms.

= Potential effects of rotenone application on human health — particularly potential
relationships between rotenone exposure and Parkinson’s disease.

= Potential impacts of chemical treatment on other non-target species, including two amphibian
candidate species, the Sierra Nevada population of the mountain yellow-legged frog and the
Y osemite toad.

= Economic impacts on Alpine County and recreation-related businesses.

= Concern regarding the history of CDFG stocking of non-native trout in the area, questions
regarding the effectiveness of rotenone, and the necessity of increasing Paiute cutthroat trout
range.

= Inclusion of provisions to prevent future re-introduction of non-native trout through public
education and outreach.

= Potential impacts on downstream water quality resulting in fish kills or violation of
antidegradation policies.

= Concern regarding the content of the cumulative impact analysis.

These issues led the Agencies to explore a wide range of fish eradication technologies and to
complete a detailed evaluation and screening analysis of these technologies and combinations of
technologies, including optional chemicals. Through this process, the Agencies selected the
alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIS/EIR, which include Alternative 1: No Action (required
by NEPA and CEQA), the Alternative 2: Proposed Action (rotenone treatment), and Alternative
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3: Combined Physical Removal (a non-chemical alternative). Appendix B presents the resulting
“Alternatives Formulation Report.”

Major conclusions presented in this EIS/EIR regarding the potential effects of the proposed
Action include:

= The proposed Action would result in significant biological impacts, including impacts on
species composition and potential loss of benthic macroinvertebrate species. Although, no
known special-status macroinvertebrates or endemic species (occur only within the Silver
King Creek Watershed) exist in the project area, the rotenone treatment could result in loss of
rare or endemic species.

= The proposed Action would result in less-than-significant impacts on amphibians present in
Silver King Creek because the Agencies would implement amphibian monitoring and
relocation efforts prior to commencing chemical treatment.

= The proposed Action would eliminate existing non-native trout but would result in a
significant beneficial effect on Paiute cutthroat trout populations by expanding the population
and range of the species and increasing the probability of long-term viability.

= The proposed Action would not result in significant risk of exposure to wildlife species in the
project area including such species as the marten, yellow warbler, and willow flycatcher.

= Human exposure pathways would be incomplete based on the remoteness of the project area,
distance to any downstream human population, and the possible controls placed on human
access during and after the treatment (potential emergency closure issued by the Fish and
Game Commission).

= Application of rotenone formulations to Tamarack Lake would result in residual
concentrations that could persist for more than two weeks.

= The proposed Action would not result in significant impacts on recreation, wilderness values
and management, or environmental justice.

= The proposed Action could result in beneficial localized economic and recreation effects with
the future possibility of reopening the stream to fishing under the Fish and Game
Commission.

= The proposed Action would result in cumulative beneficial effects for Paiute cutthroat trout
by expanding their range and population.

2.6 DOCUMENT STRUCTURE

The Agencies prepared this EIS/EIR in compliance with NEPA, CEQA, and other relevant
Federal and State laws and regulations. This EIS/EIR discloses the direct, indirect, and
cumulative environmental impacts that would likely result from the proposed Action and other
alternatives. The document is organized into 8 chapters as follows:

= Chapter 1. The Executive Summary presents project background, objectives, and purpose
and need for the proposed Action. It summarizes public involvement, the alternatives
considered in developing the proposed Action, agencies consulted during the EIS/EIR
process, and potential environmental issues.

= Chapter 2. The Introduction describes the background leading to the proposed Action, the
purpose and need for the action, a summary of the proposal, the alternatives considered,
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environmental concerns, permits and approvals required for the action, and document
contents.

Chapter 3. Project Alternatives presents a more detailed description of the proposed Action
as well as alternatives for achieving the stated purpose. The alternatives were developed
based on the potential impacts of the action and input from the public and other agencies.

Chapter 4. Scope of the Analysis lists the resource areas that will be addressed in the
EIS/EIR and the scope of the analysis, including the impact significance terminology used.
This section also identifies resource areas not addressed in detail (e.g. Public Services) and
the reasons the Agencies determined these resources would not be affected.

Chapter 5. Environmental Consequences provides a detailed analysis of the potential
environmental consequences of the proposed Action and each alternative, including direct
and indirect effects. This analysis is organized by resource area (e.g. 5.1 Aquatic Biological
Resources), describes the environmental setting, and effects (including direct and indirect
effects) of each alternative and identifies impacts requiring mitigation.

Chapter 6. Other Required Disclosures addresses the relationships between short-term uses
and long-term productivity, unavoidable adverse effects, irreversible or irretrievable
commitments, and growth-inducing impacts. The chapter also addresses cumulative impacts,
and analyzes the potential significance of the proposed Action when considered in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects with related impacts.

Chapter 7. Mitigation Measures lists and describes the mitigation measures required to
address the significant impacts identified in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences.

Chapter 8. List of Preparers lists the agencies and consulting personnel that prepared the
EIS/EIR.

REFERENCES

. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2004. Revised Recovery Plan for the Paiute cutthroat
trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii seleniris). Portland, Oregon. Ix + 105 pp.
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Project Alternatives

This chapter presents a summary of the proposed Action, one other action alternative, and a No
Action Alternative. Additional alternatives were considered during the development of the
EIS/EIR, but rejected because they did not meet stated goals or objectives of the Agencies or
were not considered reasonable. These are briefly described below in Section 3.4, “Alternatives
Considered but Dismissed.”

The Agencies prepared an Alternatives Formulation Report (Appendix B) which describes in
detail how the Agencies selected a reasonable range of alternatives for detailed evaluation in the
EIS/EIR. The report discusses the range of options identified through literature reviews on fish
eradication, the comments received on the USFWS NOI (Federal Register June 2, 2006) for the
proposed Action (USFWS 2006), and on similar environmental documents prepared for other
fish restoration projects, including the recently prepared Lake Davis Pike Eradication EIS/EIR
(CDFG 2007).

3.1 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

The EIS/EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Action and a suite of
other alternatives to the proposed Action that were considered during the development of the
EIS/EIR. This section provides a description of the process used to develop alternative
approaches to mitigating impacts on species addressed in the EIS/EIR and a comparison of
alternatives selected. Reasons for rejecting specific alternatives are also explained.

The Alternatives Formulation Report describes the initial identification and screening of
technologies and alternatives. The technologies identified included the use of a variety of
chemical agents as piscicides (fish-killing agents), fisheries management actions and fish
eradication techniques, stream dewatering, and the introduction of predators. In addition to
evaluating these as independent techniques, the Agencies considered combined approaches. All
options were evaluated using a two-phase assessment approach.

In Phase I, the options were evaluated to determine if they would effectively and, in compliance
with current laws and regulations, accomplish the initial step of eradicating all non-native trout
from Silver King Creek and its tributaries between Llewellyn Falls and Silver King Canyon. The
options that met this criterion were then evaluated in Phase Il against a second set of criteria,
including: protection of public health and safety; timely implementation; use of a proven,
effective method; technical feasibility; minimization of environmental impacts; and cost-
effectiveness. Using these criteria, summarized below, the remaining options were ranked and
used to select the desired action as well as a reasonable range of alternatives to the desired action
for consideration in the EIS/EIR. If a technology warranted further consideration as the possible
basis for a comparative alternative in the EIS/EIR, potentially in combination with other
strategies, it was retained.
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311 Public Health and Safety

The public heath and safety criterion addresses the safety of the public and the workers
implementing the proposed Action. Protection of public health includes consideration of
potential impacts to air quality, drinking water, and other exposure pathways through which
people could be exposed to hazards. Any proposal to use a chemical agent would require
approval of the intended use and measures to protect public health. Options that posed
substantial risks to public health and safety were eliminated from further consideration.

3.1.2 Speed of Implementation

Because stochastic events or rogue introduction of non-native trout could threaten pure
populations of Paiute cutthroat trout, USFWS and CDFG believe time is of the essence and has
identified a three-year schedule to remove non-native trout from Paiute cutthroat trout native
habitat.

3.1.3 Proven Effective in the Laboratory and Field

The method must be proven by laboratory and field tests and be a known effective method of
removing non-native trout in a stream environment. Because the survival of a species is at stake,
any new or experimental methods were screened out. Using a method with demonstrated
effectiveness dramatically increases the chance of success.

3.14 Technically Feasible to Implement

The technology must be technically and logistically feasible to implement. For example, it must
not require a prohibitive amount of equipment or number of workers such that it would be
possible to implement in a remote area.

Site-specific data and reports regarding the habitat types present, stream dimensions, water
temperature, and fish densities were used to make accurate determinations regarding technical
feasibility. Reports included cross-section surveys (CDFG 2004), unpublished data collected
during fish surveys in August of 2000, and habitat assessments completed for Upper Fish Valley,
Coyote Valley Creek, and Corral Valley Creek (O’Brien 1998, 1999, 2002).

3.15 Wilderness Considerations

Silver King Creek lies within a designated wilderness. There are numerous restrictions on
activities and equipment that can be used in wilderness areas. For example, wilderness areas
restrict motor vehicles, mechanical transport, and motorized equipment. These activities require
Forest Service authorization.

3.1.6 Potential for Environmental Impacts

The method should minimize significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated
to reduce their significance. Such impacts may include damage to archaeological resources,
biological resources or water resources, or significant noise or air quality impacts inconsistent
with adjacent land uses (i.e., wilderness). This objective was not used by itself to eliminate
potential technologies or management options. The EIS/EIR would analyze potential
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environmental impacts to determine their significance, compare the environmental consequences
of the alternatives, and identify mitigation measures.

3.1.7 Cost-Effectiveness

While cost alone was not used to screen out any technology or strategy, overall cost and
effectiveness was used as a balancing criterion in comparing options that were approximately
equal in effectiveness or environmental impact.

3.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL FOR THE EIS/EIR

3.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action

Both NEPA and CEQA require consideration of the No Project or No Action alternative, referred
to herein as No Action. This option involves continuing the current stream and fishery
management practices into the foreseeable future. Under the No Action alternative, the Paiute
cutthroat trout Revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004) would not be implemented. No
eradication of non-native, hybridized trout or reintroduction of Paiute cutthroat trout below
Llewellyn Falls would be implemented. Paiute cutthroat trout would not be reintroduced to its
historic habitat and its ESA status of threatened would likely remain unchanged. Therefore, this
alternative would include continued ESA protection of pure Paiute cutthroat trout populations in
the Silver King Creek Watershed as well as out-of-basin populations, but the recovery of Paiute
cutthroat trout would not be obtained.

3.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action (Rotenone Application)

The Agencies intend that the proposed Action would include pre-treatment removal of fish and
would seek Fish and Game Commission approval for an increased daily bag limit of 5 fish per
day in an attempt to reduce existing non-native trout populations; pre-treatment biological
surveys and monitoring for amphibians and benthic macroinvertebrates; placement of signs to
inform the public; water quality monitoring (during and post treatment); and post-treatment
biological monitoring.

Potential variations on the proposed Project include the method of chemical application (i.e.,
CFT Legumine™, Noxfish®, and/or Nusyn-Noxfish®). The use of pesticides (with rotenone)
without authorization is prohibited on National Forest Service System lands. Assuming that the
USFS authorizes the use of motorized equipment and pesticides and the Water Board issues a
discharge permit, the Agencies would apply the rotenone using non-motorized, vacuum-operated
drip stations and hand sprayers. Mini-drips and gel or sand matrices may be used on small seeps
if the possibility exists that they provide a refugia source of fresh water from treated waters. To
eliminate the toxic effects of rotenone downstream of the project area, potassium permanganate
would be administered using generator-powered volumetric augers at a downstream
detoxification station. Potassium permanganate is a powerful oxidizing chemical that quickly
renders rotenone harmless to aquatic organisms. The in-stream application of potassium
permanganate below Silver King Canyon would ensure that no adverse effects of rotenone are
experienced downstream of the project area. After 2 to 3 years of treatment, Paiute cutthroat
trout restocking and repopulation would begin.
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Chemical treatment of the project area is limited in timing to the period of mid- August to mid-
September due to a number of biological and physical constraints. First, the waters must be
treated after the non-native trout fry exit the gravels of redds (nests) which is typically late July
to early August in Silver King Creek. Treatment before the fry emerge from redds would result
in survival of these fish because they would not be exposed to the chemical treatment, thereby
allowing their recruitment into the next year’s cohort. Second, most if not all chorus frogs and
western toads should have metamorphosed into adult life forms reducing their exposure to
rotenone during the proposed treatment timing. Third, conducting a chemical treatment during
the prescribed period would be at base low stream flows, allowing for less chemical to be used
and less water to be treated. Numerous springs and seeps would naturally dry up, reducing the
complexity of the treatment. The prescribed treatment period would be during the most stable
and warm weather of the year for this location in the northern Sierra Nevada. Stream water
temperatures would also be at or near warmest of the year to allow more rapid chemical reaction
for the action of the piscicide and for rapid neutralization.

The Agencies have applied for a project-specific NPDES permit for rotenone application. The
NPDES permit for the proposed Action would outline receiving water limits applicable to
rotenone projects as contained in the Basin Plan. It would also require water quality monitoring
to verify compliance with receiving water limits within the project area and in downstream
waters both during and after the treatment.

The following paragraphs provide a detailed description of the proposed Action, including the
location, pre-treatment activities, rotenone application, neutralization, and post-treatment
activities. Figure 3-1 depicts the treatment area and locations of components of the proposed
Action.

3221  Project Location

Silver King Creek, downstream from Llewellyn Falls to Silver King Canyon in Alpine County, is
part of the native range of the Paiute cutthroat trout, one of the rarest trout subspecies (USFWS
1985). Silver King Creek is a tributary of the East Fork Carson River, which drains into the
Lahontan Basin. Silver King Creek’s headwaters are located approximately 9,600 feet above
mean sea level (msl) and the creek flows in a northerly direction through three distinct valleys
where it meets the East Fork Carson River. The total length of the creek is 14 miles with an
average gradient of 4.1 percent and a minimum gradient of 1.6 percent.

The project area, located within the Silver King Creek Watershed, includes the proposed
treatment area, the neutralization area, and the area downstream of the neutralization station up
to a 30-minute travel time (see Figure 3-1). The Agencies would apply rotenone formulation and
potassium permanganate into Silver King Creek and associated tributaries between Llewellyn
Falls and Snodgrass Creek, located downstream of Silver King Canyon. Tributaries would
include Tamarack Lake Creek, an unnamed tributary, Tamarack Creek, and Coyote Valley Creek
downstream of natural barriers. The Agencies would also treat the downstream reaches of
tributary springs that may harbor fish including those near Llewellyn Falls and at Poison Flat.
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Depending on the results of presence/absence surveys planned for 2009 and 2010, if fish are
present, the Agencies would also treat Tamarack Lake and downstream portions of its tributaries.
Tamarack Lake is a 5-acre lake located west of Silver King Creek at the headwaters of Tamarack
Lake Creek. The planned surveys, which include gillnetting, snorkeling and electrofishing, are
described below. Rotenone would not be applied to areas upstream of Llewellyn Falls. Fishless
headwater areas within the project area would not be treated above natural barriers.

3.2.2.2 Pre-Fish Removal

The Agencies are completing ongoing biological monitoring in the study area. Amphibian
surveys are completed annually and would be completed prior to treatment. If mountain yellow-
legged frog and/or Yosemite toad are found, adults and tadpoles would be removed from waters
to be treated, to the extent practicable, and relocated into suitable waters out of the project area
but within the drainage. The Agencies would determine suitable waters for relocation.

The Agencies would also continue benthic macroinvertebrate population monitoring as part of
the proposed Action. The sampling is required by the Water Board to evaluate Silver King
Creek’s response to treatment and follows the protocols established in the Silver King Creek
Monitoring Program proposal submitted to the Water Board (refer to Appendix E, Aquatic
Invertebrate Interagency Monitoring Plan).

A portion of the project area between Llewellyn Falls and Tamarack Lake Creek is currently
closed to fishing by the Fish and Game Commission. Prior to the treatment, signs would be
posted at trailheads and other strategic places to inform recreational users of areas to avoid
during the treatment as well as areas where potable water can be accessed. Additional signs that
identify the areas closed to fishing would be posted. This information would be provided by
USFS Carson Ranger District office prior to treatment.

In January 2009, CDFG proposed modifying bag limits by submitting an Initial Statement of
Reason (ISOR) for Fish and Game Commission consideration at their meeting in March 2009. If
approved, the regulation would allow fishing with a relaxed bag limit in the proposed treatment
area during the summer of 2009 prior to treatment. CDFG wardens would monitor bag limits and
other restrictions.

3.2.2.3 Fish Removal

Prior to the rotenone application, and throughout the treatment process, public access would be
restricted through the use of signs located at trailheads and other strategic places. Equipment,
personnel, and chemicals would be transported to and from the project area by pack stock and on
foot. All personnel assisting in the fish removal would use hardened or durable sites for camping
and would be familiar with and practice Leave-No-Trace (LNT) principles. A crew of less than
50 people will be required to implement the treatment, exceeding the wilderness area limit of 15,
thus requiring USFS authorization. Trails would be used whenever possible to move from one
location to another to minimize soil and vegetation disturbance and to prevent establishing new
trails. Sensitive plant habitat will be avoided. Treatment activities would be coordinated with
wilderness management personnel.

Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project 3-7
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During the fish removal phase, commercial formulations of rotenone, including CFT
Legumine™, Noxfish® (EPA Reg. No. 655-805; new formulation) and/or Nusyn-Noxfish®,
would be applied to 6 miles of mainstem Silver King Creek and 5 miles of associated tributary
streams using methods described by Finlayson et al. (2000). Tamarack Lake would only be
treated if fish are present (see decision criteria below).

Rotenone is a naturally occurring pesticide found in the roots of certain plants. It is used for
insect control and for fisheries management. Rotenone acts by interfering with oxygen use. It is
especially toxic to fish because it is readily absorbed through the gills. The California
Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) regulates rotenone as a restricted material.
Commercial rotenone formulations contain certain “inert” ingredients (solvents, dispersants,
emulsifiers, etc.) as well as the active ingredient rotenone. The active ingredient rotenone and
some of the inert ingredients are potentially toxic chemicals. Chemical concentration, duration,
and route of exposure must all be considered in determining potential risk to non-target
organisms. At the concentrations proposed for the Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project, the
rotenone formulations will be toxic to gill-breathing organisms such as fish as well as
amphibians and benthic macroinvertebrates (aquatic insects) in their aquatic life stages. There is
no evidence of adverse effects to humans or terrestrial wildlife such as deer or bears from
incidental contact (for example, through drinking water or eating dead fish) with rotenone
formulation ingredients applied to surface waters at concentrations typical of fishery
management projects (refer to Section 5.3, Human and Ecological Health Concerns, and
Appendix C).

Under normal field conditions (water temperature greater than 5°C), when applied to water,
rotenone breaks down naturally within approximately 5 days. It can also be detoxified by
oxidation with potassium permanganate or chlorine. It binds readily to organic matter in soil.
Consequently, it does not persist as a pollutant in groundwater. Inert ingredients are generally
volatile compounds that are expected to dissipate within 2 weeks.

Rotenone would be applied to flowing water at a target minimum concentration of 0.5 parts per
million (ppm or mg/L) formulation per product label instructions for CFT Legumine" and
Noxfish® and 1.0 ppm formulation for Nusyn-Noxfish®. A State-licensed Agricultural Pest
Control Adviser and a State-certified Qualified Applicator would supervise the application.
Because drip stations are calibrated to the total stream flow and do not uniformly apply the
rotenone across the entire stream width at the target concentration, rotenone may reach localized
concentrations of approximately 1.0 mg/L for CFT Legumine” and Noxfish®. Appendix C
provides a more detailed rationale for the proposed treatment concentration. Application of
rotenone would be done by 4 to 6-hour drip stations and hand spray. Mini-drips and gel or sand
matrices may be used on small seeps if the possibility exists that they provide a refugia source of
fresh water from treated waters. Fish would be collected prior to the treatment process from the
project area and placed in net baskets just upstream of the drip stations to monitor the
effectiveness of the fish toxicant. In addition, water samples would be collected throughout the
project area to verify rotenone concentrations. Block nets will be placed at selected locations
throughout the project area to catch the dead fish. The nets would be maintained at a frequency
adequate to ensure that captured fish are not in the water long enough to decompose.

! The new formulation of rotenone (a.k.a. CFT Legumine™, PW Rotenone®) does not use petroleum hydrocarbons
as solvents and emulsifiers.
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The rotenone application would be supervised by licensed applicators and in adherence to safety
precautions identified on the product label. The application supervisor would be knowledgeable
and experienced in state regulatory requirements regarding safe and legal use of the rotenone
product and applicator safety. All personnel involved with the rotenone application would
receive pre-treatment safety training specific to the formulated rotenone product. All personnel
would be required to wear protective equipment to avoid unintended exposure to rotenone.

The Agencies would conduct the treatment over 2 to 3 years. CDFG experience indicates
multiple treatments are necessary to eradicate non-native trout from streams (Finlayson et al.
2000). The treatments would occur between mid-August to mid-September beginning in 2009.
Treatments would be repeated during mid-August to mid-September 2010. If hybridized fish
carcasses were found during the 2010 treatment, a third year of treatment would be necessary in
2011. All or part of the chemical treatment may be applied twice in any given treatment year to
assure complete non-native fish removal. An individual treatment would require a total of seven
working days (one week) including mobilization, application, and neutralization.

The Agencies would treat Tamarack Lake depending on the results of pre-treatment
presence/absence fish surveys. Gillnetting surveys have been conducted over the last several
years (since 2001) and have found no fish. However, because any fish present in the lake could
enter Tamarack Lake Creek and subsequently Silver King Creek, the Agencies would conduct
more extensive pre-treatment surveys. Tamarack Lake would not be treated concurrently with
Silver King Creek in 2009. In 2009, the Agencies would conduct extensive fish presence absence
surveys including further gillnetting surveys as well as snorkeling visual surveys and
electrofishing surveys. The Agencies would continue over-winter gillnetting surveys in 2009 and
2010. This would constitute a total of 8 years of gillnetting. The Agencies would also conduct
electrofishing surveys in the tributaries and springs around the lake in the event that spawning
habitat is present.

If no fish are found in 2009 and 2010, the Agencies would consider the lake fishless and
withdraw treatment of Tamarack Lake from the proposed Action. However, if fish were detected,
Tamarack Lake would be treated during the fall of 2010 or 2011. The Agencies would treat
Tamarack Lake with approximately 50 gallons of rotenone. The rotenone would be administered
by gasoline-powered pumps and dispersed from two non-motorized rafts transported to the lake
by pack horses. The lake’s 5-acre surface would be treated in a single day.

3.2.2.4 Rotenone Neutralization

To contain the effects of rotenone within the project area and prevent a fish kill downstream of
the Silver King Canyon, a neutralization station would be operated near Snodgrass Creek. The
oxidizing agent potassium permanganate would be applied to Silver King Creek near Snodgrass
Creek to neutralize rotenone, approximately 0.75 miles downstream of the lowest falls in Silver
King Canyon.

Potassium permanganate would be applied at the resulting concentration of 2 to 4 mg/L. A
generator powered auger would be used to apply the granular potassium permanganate. A back-
up auger system would be on site in the event of primary auger failure. Potassium permanganate
could also be applied from 30 to 55 gallon drums in a liquid form as a backup.

The project area extends approximately one-quarter to one-half mile downstream of the
treatment area to include the stream reaches within the neutralization zone (refer to Figure 3-1).
A 1 mg/L potassium permanganate residual would be maintained at the 30-minute travel time
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downstream location by increasing or decreasing the amount of permanganate to ensure
complete neutralization of rotenone leaving the project area.

Block nets would be placed at selected locations throughout the project area to catch the dead
fish. Dead fish collected at the block nets would be buried no closer than 300 feet from the
stream and away from known camping areas to minimize bear/human interactions. The USFS
would assist in selecting all burial sites before any ground disturbing activity occurred. Fish not
collected at the block nets would be left in the stream to decompose and become part of the food
chain.

During and after treatment, water quality will be monitored. As described in the Basin Plan, the
monitoring program would assess the effects of treatment on surface waters and bottom
sediments. The monitoring would determine: 1) that effective piscicide concentrations of
rotenone are applied; 2) that sufficient degradation of rotenone has occurred prior to the
resumption of public contact; and 3) that rotenone toxicity does not occur outside the project
area. An analytical laboratory would analyze water samples for rotenone and rotenolone
concentrations as well as for volatile organic compound and semi-volatile organic compound
concentrations.

The Agencies would not neutralize Tamarack Lake with potassium permanganate. The rotenone
applied to the lake would detoxify through natural degradation and breakdown.

As part of the proposed Action, to mitigate the potential effects of applying excess potassium
permanganate to downstream fish populations, the Agencies would require placement of
“sentinel” fish in cages downstream of the neutralization station. Mortality of these fish would
alert workers to potential releases of excess chemical in the event of human or equipment error
and potential downstream effects. The Agencies will also develop and implement a spill
contingency plan that addresses chemical transport and use guidelines, as well as spill prevention
and containment that adequately protects water quality. This plan will also describe the use of an
auger to dispense the neutralizing agent.

3.225  Post-Fish Removal (Post-Treatment)

Post-treatment stocking of Paiute cutthroat trout would begin in early summer during the year
following the final treatment, and would occur annually until the target population density is
established, with guidance from ongoing fish population monitoring and historic population data
(Deinstadt et al. 2004). Restocking would be conducted pursuant to guidelines and
recommendations for stocking and genetic diversity management in the Revised Recovery Plan
(USFWS 2004) and recent genetic studies (Cordes et al. 2004, Finger et al. 2008). The approach
would seek to maximize the genetic diversity of existing populations and to minimize the risks
from genetic bottlenecks (USFWS 2004). Paiute cutthroat trout used for restocking would come
from pure populations within the Silver King Creek watershed, namely Fly Valley Creek, Four
Mile Canyon Creek, Coyote Valley Creek, Corral Valley Creek, and Upper Silver King Creek
(above Llewellyn Falls) (Cordes et al. 2004). The number of fish to be taken from donor
stream(s) would be determined based on population trends and status from all available
information (Deinstadt et al. 2004 and ongoing fish population monitoring).

Fish would only be stocked in the treatment area between Llewellyn Falls and Coyote Valley
Creek. Tamarack Creek would be stocked with fish from source populations as described
previously, or from the re-established fish population in the treated area. No fish would be
stocked in fishless headwater streams, springs, or above natural barriers in tributaries, including
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Tamarack Lake. The preliminary goal proposed in the Revised Recovery Plan would be to have
2,500 fish greater than 75 mm in length occupying the historic range from Llewellyn Falls
downstream to Silver King Canyon, but this goal may be revised as additional information
becomes available (USFWS 2004). The Agencies would continue ongoing monitoring of Paiute
cutthroat trout populations in the treated reach and index reaches of donor streams after removal
of transplant stock to determine population status and track achievement of density goals in the
restored reach as well as the donor streams.

The Agencies would seek to have the project area remain closed to fishing during the restocking
phase. To educate the public regarding the Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project and
prevent reintroduction of non-native trout, the Agencies would provide informational signage at
trailheads. The Agencies would continue monitoring of benthic macroinvertebrates in years 1, 2,
3, and 5 post-treatment to evaluate the response of aquatic invertebrate community to the
chemical treatment, as outlined in Appendix E. The Agencies would also continue amphibian
monitoring.

3.2.3 Alternative 3: Combined Physical Removal

This alternative includes the use of non-chemical means to remove non-native trout from the
project area. It includes a combination of electrofishing, gill netting,? seining,® and other physical
methods to remove fish from Silver King Creek and its tributaries, springs, and Tamarack Lake.
The Combined Physical Removal alternative would not employ rotenone or any other chemical
treatment. Because this method could have low efficiency in a rocky stream environment, it
would need to be implemented over multiple years (i.e., until no fish are found using physical
removal techniques).

This multiyear removal effort would involve large teams working for much of the summer (as
many as 72 consecutive days each year) over a period of several years (more than 10 years).
These removal efforts would eradicate a high proportion of undesirable species; however, they
could fail to capture small fish and could be compromised by trout moving into the project area
from untreated upstream areas. Restocking efforts would begin only when no fish are found
within the project area. After the third year of physical removal, the fish would be genetically
tested to ascertain its genetic heritage. If the remaining fish were hybridized, more removal
would be needed. If the remaining fish were pure Paiute cutthroat trout, then recolonization
efforts would begin. It is not possible to differentiate pure Paiute cutthroat trout from hybridized
fish in the field. Genetic testing results would not be available until tissue samples are processed
in the laboratory. Thus, there could ultimately be problems with the effectiveness of this
alternative if not completed in a single year.

3.2.3.1 Pre-Fish Removal

Pre-implementation activities would include monitoring and possibly fish removal through
relaxed bag limits. Biological monitoring would be completed for amphibians. Similar to the
proposed Action, if approved by the California Fish and Game Commission, the Agencies would
allow fishing in the proposed project area during the summer of 2009 prior to treatment. CDFG
wardens would monitor bag limits and other restrictions.

2 Gillnets are set vertically so that fish swimming into it are entangled by the gills in its mesh.
® Seining is pulling a fishing net that hangs vertically in the water with floats at its upper edges and weights at the
lower edges.
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3.2.3.2 Fish Removal

Equipment and personnel would be transported to and within the project area by horses and on
foot. All personnel assisting in the fish removal would use hardened or durable sites for camping
and would be familiar with and practice LNT principles. Groups would be limited in size so they
would not require USFS authorization. An eleven person crew would work throughout the
project area. Trails would be used whenever possible to move from one location to another to
minimize soil and vegetation disturbance and to prevent establishing new trails. Sensitive plant
habitat would be avoided during action implementation. Action implementation would be
coordinated with wilderness management personnel. The removal would follow CDFG’s
standard population monitoring methods. The Agencies would electrofish approximately

116 500-foot reaches in 6 miles of mainstem Silver King Creek and 5 miles of associated
tributary streams. A crew would consist of 3 personnel using backpack electrofishers, 6 netters
retrieving stunned fish, 2 personnel with buckets receiving and disposing of fish. Assuming that
after five-passes, no fish would remain within the reach, it would take 580 hours to electrofish
116 reaches (greater than 72 days) and would continue over multiple years (at least 10 years).
Sampling efficiency would be substantially less in areas with heavy aquatic vegetation, root
wads, woody debris, and boulder fields. Removal activities would be undertaken between late-
June or early July and mid-October because of access, streamflows, and good weather.

Conceptually, an intensive multiyear removal effort could eradicate undesirable species within
the scheduled three-year period; however, these efforts could fail to capture small fish and could
be confounded by trout moving into the project area from untreated upstream areas. Any fish
captured after the third year of physical removal would be genetically tested to ascertain its
genetic heritage. If the remaining fish are hybridized, more removal would be needed. If the
remaining fish are pure Paiute cutthroat trout, then stocking efforts would begin.

Dead fish collected would be buried no closer than 300 feet from the stream and away from
known camping areas to minimize bear/human interactions. The HTNF would assist in selecting
all burial sites before any ground disturbing activity occurred. Tamarack Lake would be gill-
netted for multiple years to confirm that hybridized trout were absent. Nets would be placed at
various depths and locations throughout the year. The nets would be inspected regularly to detect
fish presence and to insure they are in good working condition.

3.2.3.3 Post-Fish Removal

Post-fish-removal activities would be the same as those described for the proposed Action.
Provided genetic testing of fish shows they are pure Paiute cutthroat trout that entered the project
area from above Llewellyn Falls, then restocking with pure Paiute cutthroat trout would begin.

3.3 MITIGATION COMMON TO ACTION ALTERNATIVES
Mitigation measures that would apply to the action alternatives include:

= Pre-treatment and post-treatment amphibian population monitoring, including transfer of
amphibians out of the project area.

= Pre-treatment monitoring of Tamarack Lake to determine if fish populations exist.

= Confining activities to existing trails and stream access points to the extent practical to
minimize disturbance of vegetation and potential cultural resources.
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= Using Leave-no-Trace policies.

A detailed description of avoidance measures and any project-specific mitigation measures is
presented in Chapter 7.0, Mitigation Measures.

3.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED

Federal agencies are required by NEPA to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that
were not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14). Public comments received in response to the
NOI/NOP provided suggestions of alternative methods for achieving the purpose and need.
Some of these alternatives may have duplicated the alternatives considered in detail or the
Agencies determined they would be ineffective or cause unnecessary environmental harm.
Therefore, a number of alternatives were considered, but dismissed from detailed consideration
for reasons summarized below.

34.1 Chemical Treatment

Powdered rotenone was removed from further consideration based on its limited effectiveness in
moving water. Chlorine, chloramines, copper sulfate, and antimycin were removed because they
are not registered pesticides in California, and their use would not comply with current laws and
regulations.

3.4.2 Stream Dewatering

Stream dewatering by diverting stream flows to an adjacent watershed was screened out because
of the major technical and logistical challenges involved as well as the environmental impacts
compared to other fish removal techniques.

343 Fisheries Management Techniques

Six fisheries management techniques were evaluated in the Alternatives Formulation Report
(Appendix B) such as physical removal, introducing a predator, fish-out, explosives, genetic
swamping, and sonar. Most of these techniques were eliminated, because they were not expected
to achieve complete removal of non-native fish in a stream environment. Introducing a highly
predatory non-native fish to Silver King Creek was not seriously considered because it would
only worsen the existing situation. Sonar is not sufficiently developed as a fish removal
technique. The use of genetic swamping was removed because numbers of non-native trout and
Paiute cutthroat trout hybrids are greater than three times that of the native Paiute cutthroat trout.
With such an imbalance, it would take an enormous effort to “swamp” the hybrid population and
the resulting population would never be a pure-strain Paiute cutthroat trout.

3.4.4 Habitat Management/Alteration

The habitat alteration options (nitrogen, carbon dioxide, oxygen depletion) were eliminated
because they are unproven and considered unlikely to be effective, particularly in moving water.
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345 Treatment of a Smaller Area

Smaller treatment areas would be infeasible because the absence of fish barriers within the
11-mile reach proposed for the action would allow repopulation of treated areas after treatment.
The second option would install a permanent fish barrier upstream of Silver King Canyon to
establish a smaller project area. Constructing an impassable barrier that would withstand all
potential flow rates, such as may occur during winter storms, would be technically and
logistically challenging without using heavy equipment. Implementation of this option would
require a large workforce, as well as constant shuttling of workers and equipment into the project
area via horseback or helicopter. Construction would also disturb the streambed and bank areas
and could result in permanent geomorphologic changes in Silver King Creek. Chemical
treatment of a smaller area would require a smaller amount of chemicals for the separate reaches,
but would require the same amount, or more, by the time the entire project area was treated.
Therefore, little benefit would be derived from reducing the size of the project area and causing
potential environmental impacts from constructing an artificial fish barrier where none exists
now. In addition, this scenario would not reintroduce Paiute cutthroat trout to its entire historic
habitat and its success would be dependent on an artificial fish barrier that could be
compromised by stochastic events (e.g., storm, seismic). For these reasons, the concept of a
smaller project area is not evaluated further in this EIS/EIR.

3.4.6 Chemical Application Combined with Other Approaches

Stream dewatering followed by rotenone treatment would considerably reduce the amount of
rotenone needed for treatment but would require the construction of diversion dams and other
structures including pipelines to bypass the treatment area. Because of the relatively high flows
in Silver King Creek, the agencies screened out this alternative based on technical and regulatory
feasibility as well as the considerable environmental damage that would result including import
of heavy equipment and materials, a large workforce, fill placement, water pumping, air
emissions, noise, schedule and cost. Appendix B provides further discussion of dewatering
techniques and impacts.

3.4.7 Combined Non-Chemical Options

The non-chemical combinations of stream dewatering strategies followed by physical removal
and physical removal followed by genetic swamping were eliminated because they were not
expected to achieve complete removal of undesirable fish and were not consistent with the PCT
Recovery Plan.

3.4.8 Alternative Locations

Alternative locations were not considered because they would not meet the intent of the proposed
Action which is to reintroduce Paiute cutthroat trout back into their historical habitat. The
Revised Recovery Plan discusses exploring other additional out-of-basin locations; however, the
proposed Action is intended to implement recovery actions number 1 and number 2 in the
Revised Recovery Plan which are: 1) remove nonnative fish from Silver King Creek downstream
from Llewellyn Falls to barriers in Silver King Canyon, and 2) reintroduce Paiute cutthroat trout
into renovated stream reaches in historical habitat (USFWS 2004). Since the proposed Action
occurs in the historical habitat of Paiute cutthroat trout, no other locations were considered. The
introduction of pure Paiute cutthroat trout into other waters would not meet the criteria
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established in the Revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004) nor would it meet the criteria
necessary to delist the species. In addition, waters that are currently fishless have other native
endemic species of amphibians or macroinvertebrates that would be impacted by the introduction
of a non-native fish species. Numerous studies have shown that introduction of non-native trout
into fishless waters have played a role in the decline of native amphibians (Bradford 1989, Drost
and Fellers 1996, Knapp and Matthews 2000).

349 Alternate Timeframe for Implementation

Alternative timeframes to the proposed Action from mid-August to mid-September were
screened out due to environmental, biological and/or logistical constraints such as high winter
flows and access issues during winter and possible presence of juvenile amphibians and egg
masses and the presence of salmonid fry in stream gravel during the spring. Thus, chemical
treatment of the proposed project area is limited in timing to the period of mid- August to mid-
September for the following reasons: 1) waters must be treated after non-native trout fry exit the
gravels of redds which is typically late July to early August in Silver King Creek; 2) most if not
all chorus frogs and western toads should have metamorphosed into adult life forms reducing
their exposure to rotenone during the proposed treatment timing; and 3) conducting a chemical
treatment during the prescribed period would be at base low stream flows, allowing for less
chemical to be used and less water to be treated. The prescribed treatment period would be
during the most stable and warm weather of the year for this location in the northern Sierra
Nevada.
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CHAPTER 4

Scope of the Analysis

The environmental resources investigated in depth were those determined to be potentially
affected by the proposed Action and alternatives. These resource areas addressed in Sections 5.1
through 5.9 are as follows:

= Aquatic Resources

= Terrestrial Resources

= Human and Ecological Exposure

= Water Resources

= Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change
= Recreation

= Wilderness Values and Management

= Economic Resources

= Environmental Justice

For purposes of CEQA, any project-related economic or social changes would not be considered
significant effects on the environment. Economic or social changes may be evaluated, however,
to determine if a physical change to the environment would be significant. If the physical change
causes adverse economic or social effects on people, those adverse effects may be used as a
factor in determining whether the physical change is significant (CCR, Title 14, §15064(e)).

The remaining CEQA and NEPA requirements, including growth-inducing effects and
cumulative impacts, are addressed in subsequent chapters. The Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program will be prepared for the Final EIS/EIR.

The proposed Action and alternatives were determined through the scoping and environmental
screening process to have no impacts on the following CEQA-required resources and are not
addressed further in this EIS/EIR.

= Aesthetics. The proposed Action and alternatives would create no new structures or visual
changes that could affect a scenic vista or scenic resources nor create new temporary or
permanent sources of light or glare. No state scenic highways or other roadways exist within
the proposed project area (refer to Figure 3-1). In addition, the proposed Action and
alternatives would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
or its surroundings because no visual changes would occur after the proposed Action or
alternatives are implemented.

= Agriculture Resources. The proposed project area is comprised solely of wilderness area
administered by the USFS. There is no land zoned or used for agriculture.

= Air Quality. The Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District’s (GBUAPCD) air
quality plans are site-specific and do not apply to the project area. Therefore, the proposed
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Action and alternatives would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any air quality
plan. The proposed Action and alternatives would not result in emissions of particulate
matter; therefore, they would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria
pollutants for which the GBUAPCD is in nonattainment. No sensitive receptors to pollutants
(e.g., residences, hospitals, childcare centers, etc.) exist within two miles of the proposed
project area, and the proposed Action and alternatives would not result in emissions of
substantial amounts of pollutants. Chemicals used for the treatment as part of the proposed
Action could result in a slight odor in the proposed project area. Although access to the
project area would not be restricted during implementation of the proposed Action, potential
odors would likely only affect workers involved in the treatment process.

Archaeological Resources. During EIS/EIR scoping, the Agencies investigated the potential
for archaeological resources to occur in the proposed project area and conducted a search
through the California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS) for the area as well
as a two-mile surrounding buffer area. Very few studies have been conducted in the area and
included a timber sale inventory northeast of the proposed project area in 1992 and 3 other
surveys within 2 miles. No archaeological sites have been recorded within the proposed
project area. One prehistoric site associated with a hot spring was recorded along Silver King
Creek above Llewellyn Falls. No Traditional Cultural Properties are listed within 2 miles of
the proposed project area. The Agencies have determined that because the proposed Action
and alternatives do not involve excavation and workers would use existing camps, trails, and
access points, the proposed Action and alternatives would have no impacts on archaeological
resources. Suitable locations for burial of fish would be identified by the Forest Service
Archaeologist. USFS is consulting with the Reno Sparks and Washoe tribes regarding the
proposed Action as well as the Native American Heritage Commission and the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO).

Historic Architectural Resources. The CHRIS search described above identified several
historic resources in the area including the cow camp in Upper Fish Valley, a Forest Service
guard station, the remains of a cabin, and a wooden flume. Connell’s Camp Cabin is
considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places; however, no modification of
the cabin is proposed. The Silver King Mine and Mining District were situated slightly north
of the northern end of the Project area. The Silver King Mine was of minor importance, even
locally, and it was apparently the most substantial (or only) mine in the mining district. The
Agencies have determined that because the proposed Action and alternatives would not
disturb any structures, the proposed Action and alternatives would have no impacts on
historic architectural resources. USFS is consulting with SHPO regarding this determination.

Fire Management. The proposed Action and alternatives would not change the existing
environment such that it would impair adoption of or physically impede fire management or
adopted emergency response plan.

Geology and Soils. The proposed Action and alternatives would not build structures that
would be susceptible to unstable soils or to seismic activity. Any potential for erosion or
surface water turbidity is addressed in Section 5.1, Aquatic Resources.

Groundwater. The proposed Action and alternatives would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies because it would not require any water for implementation. In addition,
the proposed Action and alternatives would not interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge because no new impervious surfaces would be created. Under the proposed Action,
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workers would not apply chemicals to the ground and short-term treatment of surface water
followed by neutralization would not result in groundwater contamination.

= Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The CEQA Guidelines outline significance criteria for
evaluating impacts on human and ecological health from the transport, use and disposal of
hazardous materials and/or wastes'. Because the proposed Action and alternatives are highly
unlikely to create significant hazards, hazards and hazardous materials are not evaluated
further in this EIS/EIR. The proposed Action and alternatives would not transport (see spill
discussion below) or dispose of hazardous materials. Use of rotenone as part of the proposed
Action would be carried out by licensed applicators according to label directions and the
MOU between CDFG and the Water Board. An upset or accident involving the relatively
small quantities of chemicals involved as part of the proposed Action is discussed below
under “Hazardous Materials Spills.” There are no existing or proposed schools within a one
quarter-mile radius of the proposed project area and there are no airports within 2 miles of
the proposed project area. Further, there are no private airstrips or hazardous materials sites;
therefore, none of these criteria would apply. Finally, the area is not subject to any adopted
emergency response plans or evacuation plans. Potential human and ecological exposures to
rotenone and its formulation constituents, and rotenone formulation handling and application
are addressed in Section 5.3, Human and Ecological Exposure and Appendix C herein.

= Wildfire. The CEQA Guidelines contain criteria for potential exposure of people or
structures to the risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.
This criterion is not applicable to this EIS/EIR. While the proposed Action involves the use
of combustible materials that could, if improperly handled, provide a combustion source, the
quantities of these materials would be very small. Additionally, campfires would be needed
to cook meals for work crews implementing the proposed Action and Alternative 3
(combined physical removal). However, work crews would follow applicable fire prevention
precautions. Moreover, the proposed project area is located miles from any residences;
therefore, neither the proposed Action nor the alternatives present risk of loss, injury, or
death resulting from wildfires.

= Hazardous Materials Spill. The proposed Action would involve the transport of 20 gallons
of rotenone formulation, between 300 and 600 pounds of granular potassium permanganate,
and small quantities of fuel (approximately 30 gallons of gasoline for the generators) to the
proposed project area. The one exception would be the treatment scenario involving
Tamarack Lake in which an additional 50 gallons of rotenone formulation would be needed
to treat the lake. Any spill could affect human or ecological receptors along the transport
route. These impacts are addressed through preparation and implementation of the spill
prevention, contingency and containment plan by the Agencies. To further minimize the risks

1 A “hazardous material” is defined in Title 22, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 66084, as “a
substance or combination of substances which, because of its quantity, concentration or physical, chemical or
infectious characteristics, may either: (1) cause, or significantly contribute to, an increase in mortality or an
increase in serious irreversible or incapacitating irreversible illness, or (2) pose a substantial present or potential
hazard to human health or environment when improperly treated, stored, transported or disposed of or otherwise
managed.” In essence, any liquid, solid, gas, sludge, synthetic product, or commodity that exhibits characteristics
of toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, or reactivity has the potential to be considered a “hazardous material.” A
“hazardous waste,” in contrast, is simply defined as “any hazardous material that is abandoned, discarded, or
recycled” (Title 22, C.C.R. section 66084).
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of spills, transportation routes will be identified in the spill prevention, contingency and
containment plan. The safest access routes would be selected for transporting hazardous
materials to the proposed project area. Within the National Forest, equipment, personnel and
chemicals would be transported to and within the proposed project area by pack stock and on
foot and risk of spills would be minimal. With these measures in place and the small
quantities of materials required for the proposed Action, spills do not present a significant
risk and are not addressed further in the EIS/EIR.

Land Use and Management. Because the Carson-Iceberg Wilderness does not contain any

urban or residential uses, no communities exist within or near the proposed project area. The
proposed Action and alternatives would not change land uses and would therefore not divide
an established community or conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation.
In addition, no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans apply to

the proposed project area.

Noise. The proposed Action and alternatives would not create permanent sources of noise.
The proposed Action and Alternative 3 (combined physical removal) would cause a
temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the treatment areas when workers are present.
However, with the exception of localized noise from the mechanical auger at the
neutralization station near Snodgrass Creek under the proposed Action, noise generated by
crews would not exceed those normally generated by visitors to the wilderness. This
additional noise would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise above existing levels. Impacts on wildlife would be localized and less-than-significant
(see Section 5.2, Terrestrial Resources). The proposed Action and alternatives are not located
within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of any airport or private airstrip.

Wild Horses and Burros. The proposed project area does not provide rangeland for wild
horses or burros; therefore, neither the proposed Action nor the alternatives would impact
these resources.

Livestock Grazing. An active grazing allotment occurs in the proposed project area below
Snodgrass Creek. However, the proposed Action and alternatives would not interfere with
this grazing allotment or impede grazing at any of the other protected cattle or sheep grazing
allotments within the Carson-Iceberg Wilderness.

Mineral Resources. No known mineral resources occur in the proposed project area. The
proposed Action and alternatives do not involve excavation or fill and thus no loss or
commitment of mineral resources would occur.

Paleontological Resources. There are no known paleontological resources in the proposed
project area, and the Agencies have determined that because the proposed Action and
alternatives do not involve excavation and workers would use existing camps, trails, and
access points, the proposed Action and alternatives would have no impacts on fossils.
Suitable locations for burial of fish would be identified by the Forest Service Archaeologist.

Population and Housing. The proposed Action and alternatives would not add new housing
or increase the resident population within the proposed project area, which is currently
unpopulated.

Public Services. The proposed Action and alternatives would not create a need for new or
physically altered facilities related to public services because these alternatives would not
create additional demand for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other
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facilities by new residents or businesses. The proposed Action and alternatives would not
induce population growth, nor would they interfere with existing public services.

= Transportation and Traffic. The proposed Action would generate approximately 20
automobile trips and 2 truck trips from Agency personnel and contracted workers traveling to
the worksite. These vehicles would primarily use Highway 395 and Mill Creek Road and
would not cause a substantial increase in traffic relative to the existing traffic load and road
capacity. These vehicles would park at the trailhead until the treatment is concluded.
Transport to the proposed project area would be on foot or horseback. No automobile or
truck trips would occur after the treatment concludes. The proposed Action and alternatives
would not exceed a level of service standard established by the county congestion
management agency, and it would not result in a change in air traffic patterns. The proposed
Action and alternatives involve no new construction or roadway design changes and
therefore would not substantially increase hazards or impede emergency access or conflict
with alternative transportation adopted policies, plans or programs.

= Utilities and Service Systems. The proposed Action and alternatives would not exceed the
wastewater treatment requirements of the Water Board, require construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities, create wastewater disposal needs, or require construction of
new storm water drainage facilities because there would be no new impervious surfaces. The
proposed Action and alternatives would produce only minimal solid waste (e.g. trash) that
would be containerized and removed. The proposed Action and alternatives would comply
with all federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
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CHAPTER 5

Environmental Consequences

This chapter contains the environmental impact assessment of the proposed Action and
alternatives. The assessment addresses the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The CEQA
analysis directly addresses the significance thresholds contained in Appendix G of the CEQA
guidelines. The environmental impact assessment addresses the following:

5.1  Aquatic Biological Resources

5.2 Terrestrial Biological Resources

5.3  Human and Ecological Exposure

5.4  Water Resources

5.5  Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change
5.6  Recreation

5.7  Wilderness Values and Management
5.8  Economic Resources

59  Environmental Justice

5.10 Comparison of Alternatives

Each subsection addresses the current regulatory environment, significance thresholds, and direct
and indirect impacts of each alternative selected for detailed environmental analysis. In addition,
each subsection evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives as described in

Chapter 3.0, Project Alternatives, including the No Action alternative.

Chapter 6.0, Other Required Disclosures, provides information required by NEPA and CEQA,
including:

Relationship between Short-term Uses of the Environment and Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-term Productivity (Section 6.1)

Unavoidable Adverse Effects (Section 6.2)

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources (Section 6.3)
Growth-Inducing Impacts (Section 6.4)

Cumulative Effects (Section 6.5)
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IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE TERMINOLOGY

For each resource evaluated, the key environmental issues and criteria for determining whether
an adverse impact is significant under CEQA are discussed first. Note that the USFWS does not
address significance in the findings of its EIS documents, so significance language is primarily a
CEQA requirement. A “significant impact” is defined as:

a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water,
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a
significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a
physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is
significant. (CEQA Guidelines 815382)

The environmental impact analysis section for each resource defines the criteria used to judge
whether an impact is significant. These criteria include the “Mandatory Findings of
Significance” set forth in CEQA Guidelines 815065, as well as relevant criteria set forth in the
Initial Study checklist (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G), agency regulatory standards, or other
criteria relevant to the specific Action. The significance terminology for adverse impacts should
only be used with the CEQA conclusion of impact. The term “beneficial” is a NEPA term, and
can be used to mean a beneficial impact if applicable. Otherwise, the conclusions for impacts or
effects under NEPA are “adverse” or “no impact.”

In describing the significance of adverse impacts or a beneficial effect, the following categories
of significance are applied, based on the best professional judgment of the EIS/EIR preparers:

= Significant and Unavoidable: An impact that cannot be avoided or reduced to below the
threshold level, given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
is irreversible. (It requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations by CDFG, if the action
IS to be approved).

= Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the threshold level (i.e.,
to less-than-significant) given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. The
statement is made that the particular impact is significant, but with the application of the
specific mitigation measure, the impact can be reduced to less-than-significant. (Such an
impact requires findings to be made by CDFG).

= Less-than-Significant: An impact that may be adverse but does not exceed the threshold
levels and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could
further lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if such measures are readily
available and easily achievable. The appropriate use is: the impact is less-than-significant or
there is a “less-than-significant impact.”

= No Impact: Where an impact is neutral or is clearly deemed “no effect,” the preparer uses
this term.

= Beneficial: This is a NEPA term for an effect that would have a positive impact on the
environment, such as reducing an existing environmental problem or minimizing potential
hazards to animals and/or humans.

Impacts that “may be significant” or “potentially significant,” given some level of uncertainty are
treated as “significant.” Furthermore, uncertainty is also expressed with “could” rather than
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“would” as appropriate. Uncertainty is usually attributable to the limited availability of data or
limitations in the application of mathematical models. Nevertheless, this EIS/EIR takes a
conservative approach under these uncertain circumstances, and the impact is identified as
significant under CEQA.
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5.1 AQUATIC BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section describes the existing aquatic biological resources associated with the proposed
project area and assesses the potential impacts of the proposed Action and alternatives on those
resources. Aquatic biological resources, for the purpose of this assessment, include fish, aquatic
invertebrate species, and riparian habitats. Amphibians are addressed in Section 5.2, Terrestrial
Wildlife Resources.

This impact assessment incorporates information presented in the Biological Assessment
prepared by USFS (2002) and the Biological Opinion prepared by the USFWS (2003). These
documents assessed the potential effects of the proposed Action on species warranting protection
under ESA and other sensitive species that may occur within the proposed treatment area (refer
to Figure 3-1). Specifically, aquatic species evaluated in the Biological Assessment included
Paiute cutthroat trout and Lahontan cutthroat trout. Additional information was needed to
provide a more comprehensive analysis of the potential effects of the proposed Action.
Therefore, this impact analysis incorporates background information contained in the Revised
Recovery Plan (USFWS 2004), historic USFS and CDFG reports (e.g., Behnke and Zarn 1976,
Ryan and Nicola 1976), CDFG benthic macroinvertebrate studies (Trumbo et al. 2000a), and a
recent USFS-commissioned report (Vinson and Vinson 2007) on the impacts of past rotenone
treatments on Silver King Creek benthic macroinvertebrates.

51.1 Environmental Setting

The Silver King Creek Watershed is located in eastern California (Figure 1-1). Aquatic habitat in
the watershed includes Silver King Creek (a major tributary to the East Fork Carson River), six
tributaries, and Tamarack Lake. Silver King Creek originates at approximately 9,600 feet above
msl and flows approximately 14 miles to the confluence with East Fork Carson River. Silver
King Creek flows through sub-alpine glacially formed meadows. Lodgepole pine forests
transition to mountain mahogany and western junipers on the drier, upper slopes above the
stream. Aspen groves and willows dominate the riparian zones adjacent to the stream. For the
purposes of this analysis, the watershed has been divided into three major segments

(Figure 5.1-1):

= Upper Silver King Creek — the watershed upstream of Llewellyn Falls, where Silver King
Creek drops 20 feet. This area includes a 4 mile long reach of Silver King Creek flowing
through Upper Fish Valley, and the tributaries of Fly Valley Creek, Four Mile Canyon Creek,
and Bull Canyon Creek.

= Silver King Creek Valley (the treatment area) — a 6 mile long reach bounded by Llewellyn
Falls at the upper end and Silver King Canyon at the lower end. Silver King Creek flows
through Lower Fish Valley and Long Valley. The gradient in this reach is lower than in
Upper Fish Valley. Tributaries in this reach include Tamarack Lake Creek, an unnamed
tributary, Tamarack Creek, and Corral Valley/Coyote Valley Creek. Tamarack Lake is a 5-
acre lake at the upper end of Tamarack Lake Creek.

= Silver King Canyon to confluence (also the treatment area) - approximately 1.7 miles below
the mouth of Corral Valley/Coyote Valley Creek, Silver King Creek descends through Silver
King Canyon. At the bottom of the canyon, Snodgrass Creek joins Silver King Creek, which
flows another 3.4 miles to its confluence with the East Fork Carson River

Silver King Creek Paiute Cutthroat Trout Restoration Project 5.1-1
Draft EIS/EIR



CHAPTER 5
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The Silver King Creek Watershed lies within the boundaries of the Carson-Iceberg Wilderness.
Resource uses within the wilderness area are generally restricted (see below). Historically,
however, aquatic resources in the watershed have been affected by timber harvest, log transport,
mining, livestock grazing, and recreational fishing. The earliest known activity in the Silver King
Creek Watershed occurred during the Comstock era in the late 1800s when the area was logged
(Deinstadt et al. 2004). Logs were transported downstream via Silver King Creek using splash
dams, whereby the dam was breeched and the flow transported the logs downstream.

The area was used for cattle grazing from the turn of the 19" century until 1994 (Deinstadt et al.
2004). Beavers have also disturbed the hydrology and habitat in the watershed, particularly in
Four Mile Canyon Creek and Fly Valley Creek. Several habitat improvement projects were
completed by the Agencies in Upper Fish Valley and tributaries to Silver King Creek in the
1980s. Fish barriers were improved in Four Mile Canyon Creek and beaver dams were
demolished near the mouth of Fly Valley and Silver King Creeks. In the early 1980s, the USFS
re-connected an old diversion structure to a secondary channel adjacent to Silver King Creek at
the upper end of Upper Fish Valley to provide additional spawning habitat for Pauite cutthroat
trout to offset the impacts from cattle grazing and beaver dams. Designation of the Carson-
Iceberg Wilderness Area in 1984 resulted in the prohibition of logging and other activities
requiring vehicle access or motorized equipment. The grazing allotment has been at rest since
1994 and vegetation and habitat conditions have been improving (see Section 5.1.1.2, Riparian
Habitat below). Stream width to depth ratios have continually decreased (channel narrowing) and
mean stream depths have increased as a result of the lack of grazing (Overton et al. 1994, CDFG
1998).

Although logging and grazing have ceased, the proposed treatment area is still subject to natural
disturbance from large storms and snowmelt that may result in occasional floods, drought, forest
fires, and subsequent erosion, resulting in bank destabilization, scouring of bottom sediments, as
well as transport and deposition of sediments. These effects create a mosaic of patchy, dynamic
habitats that support diverse and resilient communities of aquatic and terrestrial flora and fauna.

The Silver King Creek Watershed has been affected by a long history of fish transplants and
chemical treatments (reviewed by Cordes et al. 2004). Non-native fish species, including
rainbow trout have been introduced in areas above and below Llewellyn Falls. The native Paiute
cutthroat trout was saved by being transplanted above Llewellyn Falls (191