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 Introduction Section 1
In conformance with the National Environmental Protection Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended, 
the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
evaluate and disclose any potential impacts associated with Reclamation’s decision to provide 
grant funding to the Natomas Central Mutual Water Company’s (Company) R-Drain Check 
Structure Automation Project (Project).  The proposed Project is located along the Northern 
Main Canal (NMC) in Sutter County, California (Figure 1.1).  

Reclamation proposes to provide a Department of the Interior CALFED Bay-Delta Water Use 
Efficiency grant to the Company to support implementation of the Project.  The CALFED Bay-
Delta Program is a 30–year Program (2000 – 2030) among 25 Federal and State agencies with 
responsibility in the Sacramento San Joaquin Delta (Delta).  The Program is based on four major 
resource management objectives that guide its actions to achieving a Delta that has a healthy 
ecosystem and can supply Californians with a reliable water supply.  Those objectives are levee 
system integrity, water quality, water supply reliability, and ecosystem restoration.  Reclamation 
plays a key role as the Federal lead agency for implementation of the water supply reliability 
actions in coordination with our state CALFED partner agencies.  

Reclamation released the Draft EA for a 30-day public comment period on October 8, 2015.  No 
comments were received in response to the Draft EA release.  This Final EA contains responses 
to inter-agency consultation requests that were not available at the time of the Draft EA release, 
as discussed in Section 4.  Pertinent correspondence is included in Appendix D.    

 Need for the Proposal   1.1

The NMC is operated by the Company for irrigation deliveries to farming operations.  The R-
Drain Check Structure is 1.5 miles downstream of the Sankey Road Check Structure (EA-14-06-
NCAO) and maintains the water level in the NMC to make deliveries to the R-Drain turnout and 
the NMC below.  Presently, the existing check structure only has the capacity to move 10 cubic 
feet per second (cfs) below the NMC.  Due to this restriction, over deliveries to the R-Drain 
Canal are often required to maintain water balance.  At times this results in overtopping the 
banks of the lower section of the R-Drain Canal.  Replacement of the existing antiquated 
structure with one of similar dimension and automated gate structures with increased capacity 
would all but eliminate these operational spills and improve water use efficiency in the Natomas 
Basin.  The estimated volume of these uncontrolled spills is approximately 3,800 acre-feet (af) 
annually.  In addition, implementing this action would be consistent with past and present 
planning efforts by the Company to improve water use efficiency.   
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Figure 1-1.  The Natomas Central Mutual Water Company’s service area and general 
location of the R-Drain Check Structure Project.  
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 Resources Not Analyzed in Detail 1.2

Effects on several environmental resources were examined and found to be minor.  Because of 
this, the following resource areas were eliminated from further review in this EA: Aesthetic 
Resources, Geology, Global Climate Change, Land Use and Agriculture, Air Quality, Noise, 
Socioeconomics, Population and Housing, Recreation, Transportation and Circulation; and 
Utilities, Public Services, and Service Systems.   

1.2.1 Indian Sacred Sites 
No impacts to Indian sacred sites would occur as the Proposed Action would not limit access to 
and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on Federal lands by Indian religious practitioners or 
adversely affect the physical integrity of such sacred sites.  

1.2.2 Indian Trust Assets (ITA) 
The proposed action does not have a potential to impact Indian Trust Assets.  The nearest ITA is 
the Auburn Rancheria approximately 13 miles northeast of the Project location (see Attachment 
A).  

1.2.3 Environmental Justice 
No individuals or populations would be impacted by implementation of the Proposed Action and 
therefore minority or low income populations would not be adversely affected. 
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 Alternatives Including Proposed Section 2
Action 
This EA will analyze the affected environment of the Proposed Action and No Action 
Alternative in order to determine the potential impacts to water resources, biological resources, 
and cultural resources. 

 No Action Alternative 2.1
The No Action Alternative would consist of Reclamation not providing grant funding for the 
Project which would result in the Company continuing to operate and maintain their distribution 
system under the existing conditions for several more years.   

 Proposed Action Alternative 2.2

The Proposed Action is for Reclamation to award the Company a grant in support of the Project, 
located approximately 13 miles north of Sacramento in Sutter County, California (Section 28, 
Township 11 North, Range 4 East) (Figure 1-1).  The Proposed Action includes funding an 
administrative, management, and final design component, construction activities, and 
performance monitoring.  Details on each are provided below. 

2.2.1 Administration, Management, and Final Design 
The grant funding supports an administration and management task to assist in project 
management and reporting requirements.  The grant funding also supports development of the 
final design for the check structure from which the Company may solicit proposals for 
construction of the Project.  Projected timelines are provided in Table 2-1. 

2.2.2 Construction Activities  
Construction activities include those related to the removal of the existing check structure and 
installation of the new check structure that is automated with new control gates and a 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system.  A summary of associated tasks 
and timelines for completion are provided in Table 2-1.   

Table 2-1. Project Schedule 
Work Item/Task Timeline 

Administration/Management Oct 2013 – Jun 2016 
Final Design Oct 2014 – Apr 2015 
Construction  

Procurement Oct 2014 – Feb 2015 
Electrical Service Feb 2016 to April 2016 
Site Construction Feb 2016 to April 2016 

Controls and SCADA Integration April 2016 – September 2017 
Project Performance Monitoring September 30, 2017 
Project Closeout By Dec 2017 
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Site Preparation 
Removal of the existing 
structure (Figure 2-1) would 
occur over a few days in the 
winter months when the canal is 
closed for typical canal 
maintenance activities.  The 
process would include use of a 
40-ton crane operating from the 
canal maintenance roads to 
remove large sections of the 
existing structure for disposal.  
Additionally, an excavator or 
backhoe working from the canal 
access road would clean up 
remaining demolition debris.  The 
estimated 63 tons of cement and 
unusable miscellaneous materials expected from demolition would be hauled by semi to an 
appropriate landfill or recycled.  The existing canal access roads accessing the R-Drain Check 
Structure would be used by all heavy equipment (see Figure 2-2).  The site layout and demolition 
areas are depicted in Appendix B-1. 

Following removal of the demolition debris, the site would be prepared for the replacement 
structure.  This would include minor excavation of the canal banks and bottom for the footprint 
of the replacement structure (estimated at 12 by 60 feet or 720 square feet).  The new structure 
will protrude into the canal access road banks to limit the potential for future scour around the 
head structure.  Soil removal is anticipated to ensure adequate working space to place the cement 
form boards for the headwall structures at the R Drain Canal entrance and the R-Drain Check 
Structure that serves the NMC.  Similarly, some soil removal is anticipated behind each headwall 
structure to make space for placement of cement form boards and connecting new corrugated 
metal pipes (CMP) to the existing similarly sized pipelines.  

The existing rip-rap and soil/road base would be removed and stockpiled nearby for reuse 
following new structure completion.  The Project area will be cordoned off with exclusionary 
fencing prior to the inactive season for giant garter snakes (GGS) to prevent them from 
occupying any habitat that could be temporarily affected by this action (See Section 2.2.5).   

Check Structure Installation and Design 
Following site preparation, cement forms would be constructed to create the replacement 
structure.  The dimensions of this structure are provided in Appendix B-1, B-2, and B-3.  The 
base of the structure would be 15 inches thick and the vertical headwall would be 12 inches 
thick.  Cement trucks would deliver cement to the forms from the canal access road.  Portions of 
the new structure will be outfitted with emergency overflow weirs to accommodate rare times 
when excess flow may exceed outlet capacities of the new structure. 

Figure 2-1.  Existing R-Drain Check Structure at 
full pool (photo taken looking southeast from the 
canal access road). 
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Once the cement has cured for a few 
weeks, the new CMPs would be 
reattached at the junction where they 
were removed during demolition.  The 
areas around the structures would be 
back-filled with acquired soil and rip-
rap attained during site preparation.  
Excess soil, if any, would be hauled 
away.  Approximately 12 cubic yards of 
new rip-rap would be placed along each 
bank upstream of the new structure for 
approximately 5 feet.  This rip-rap 
would serve to armor the banks from 
erosion.  This newly acquired rip-rap 
would be of a dimension considered 
optimal for GGS use (15 to 18-inch 
minus angular rock).  

The final steps in check structure 
completion include: 

• installation of the slide and Hydra-Lopac gates on the new cement structure;  

• installation of an electronic water level transducers and stilling well above the new 
structure, and one below in both the R-Drain Canal and the NMC; 

• installation of electronic flow meters at each new gate structure; 

• installation of the metal grating and guard rails on the structure for the walkway;  

• installation of the SCADA system to the new structure; and  

• installation of a solar power/battery back-up system to energize the Hydra-Lopac gate 
and SCADA system.  

2.2.3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
The contractor selected for the construction work would be required to prepare a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to commencing work.  This SWPPP will include 
identifying potential pollutant sources and describing the design, placement, and implementation 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to effectively prevent non-storm water discharges and 
reduce pollutants in storm water discharges during and following construction activities (See 
Section 2.2.5). 

2.2.4 Performance Monitoring 
Both pre- and post-project monitoring would occur to review Project performance and, in 
particular, operational spill.  Comparison of operational spills before and after implementation of 
the Project would be documented in a final performance report.   

Figure 2-2. Aerial image of the project location 
and project features. 
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2.2.5 Environmental Commitments 
The Company or its representatives shall implement the following environmental commitments 
to reduce environmental consequences associated with the Proposed Action.  These include, in 
addition to environmental protections from the SWPPP and associated BMPs, implementing 
several Standard Avoidance and Minimization Measures as recommended by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service) (1997) for a previous, similar project, to reduce or eliminate potential 
impact to GGS or its habitat.  These measures include: 

• Movement of heavy equipment will be confined to existing roadways to minimize habitat 
disturbance;  

• Clearing and grading will be confined to the minimum area necessary to facilitate 
construction activities, as determined by a qualified biologist.  Habitat that will be 
avoided shall be cordoned off, clearly flagged, and designated as an “Environmentally 
Sensitive Area” by a qualified biologist.  This area will be avoided by all construction 
personnel; 

• Construction personnel will receive Service-approved worker environmental awareness 
training.  This training instructs workers to recognize the GGS and its habitat(s), and 
what to do if a snake is encountered during construction activities; 

• Prior to construction and before the onset of the snake’s inactive season, (October 1), an 
exclusionary fence will be installed in order to prevent snakes from entering the proposed 
Project area.  The interior side of the exclusionary fence will be routinely monitored for 
snakes stranded by the fence; 

• Twenty-four-hours prior to construction activities, the Project area will be surveyed for 
the snake.  A survey of the Project area will be repeated if a lapse in construction activity 
of two weeks or greater occurs.  If a snake is encountered during construction, activities 
will cease until appropriate corrective measures have been completed or it has been 
determined that the snake will not be harmed.  Any sightings will be reported to the 
Service immediately by telephone at 916-414-6600; 

• After completion of construction activities, any temporary fill and construction debris 
will be removed and the disturbed areas will be restored to pre-project conditions 
wherever feasible; and   

• No plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar erosion control matting that could entangle 
snakes will be placed on the proposed project site when working within 200 feet of snake 
aquatic or rice habitat.  Possible substitutions include coconut coir matting, tactified 
hydroseeding compounds, or other material approved by the Service.  All trash will be 
properly disposed of and removed.  

BMPs would be used during all construction phases of this Project to ensure this project is 
completed with minimal environmental impacts: 

• Disturbance of vegetation shall be kept to a minimum. 

• No debris, soil, etc., other than that already present within the canal shall be allowed to 
enter the water.  
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• No intentional harassment, killing, or collection of plants or animals at or around the 
work sites.  

• No firearms are allowed on site, except for those used by peace officers or CDFW 
wardens. 

• No pets are allowed on site. 

• No off-road travel or work is permitted; all vehicles must be confined to existing levee 
roads. 

• All trash, including food-related trash and cigarette butts, must be properly disposed of 
and removed. 

• Storage of hazardous materials, such as fuel, oil, etc., shall not be allowed within 150 feet 
of waterways.  Any chemical spills must be cleaned up immediately and reported as soon 
as possible. 
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 Affected Environment and Section 3
Environmental Consequences 
This section identifies the potentially affected environmental resources and the environmental 
consequences which could result from the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.  

 Surface Water Resources 3.1

3.1.1 Affected Environment 

Current Water Uses 

The Company's service area is approximately 50,000 acres within the 200-square-mile basin.  
Currently there are approximately 24,000 irrigable acres on which the primary crops grown 
include rice, alfalfa, and wheat.  Other row crops and low water demand crops are grown within 
the vicinity of the Sacramento International Airport.  The majority of the fields use flood 
irrigation methods, either wide border checks or furrows. Water is also supplied to mitigated 
marshes and other environmental mitigation properties owned and maintained by the Natomas 
Basin Conservancy (Conservancy) as a result of development within the Natomas Basin (see 
Appendix C).  

The average annual diversion of river water over the past 5 years is approximately 56,000 af.  The 
Company captures approximately 37,700 af of tail water annually and blends it with the river 
diversions to meet the total demand.  The actual amount served varies by year depending on 
hydrologic conditions and farming practices. 

Description of Water Delivery System 
The water supply facilities are made up of four diversions from the Sacramento River. There is a 
total of approximately 100 miles of canals and laterals.  Water is applied directly to fields 
through gated turnouts in the irrigation canals; lateral seepage losses are minimal. 

The Company completed construction of a new diversion on the Sacramento River in 2012.  This 
new diversion replaces its two diversions on the Natomas Cross Canal to improve fisheries 
habitat.  The new diversion is connected to the heads of the two existing systems with a new 
supply canal. 

The four river pump stations and several of the drainage canal lift pumps are equipped with 
variable speed drives and flow meters to maintain consistent deliveries to the NMC and other 
canals.  These facilities are also integrated in the Company's SCADA system which includes real 
time monitoring/alarming and remote operation.  The remaining pumps, gates, and check 
structures (including the R-Drain Check Structure) are operated manually by field personnel.  

The Company operates a tail water recovery system within the basin during the irrigation season.  
A joint use agreement with Reclamation District 1000 (RD l000) allows the Company to operate 
and maintain the drainage canal system during the irrigation season (April 1 to October 30).  The 
RD 1000 is responsible for flood protection for the Natomas Basin for the public’s health and 
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safety by operating and maintaining the levees and the District’s canals and pump stations in a 
safe, efficient, and responsible manner.  Using check structures and lift pumps in the drainage 
canal system, the Company re-circulates run-off from fields (tail water) and pumps it back into 
the irrigation canals.  This operation annually captures approximately 37,700 af, a majority of the 
run-off that would otherwise be pumped back into the Sacramento River by RD 1000, thereby 
reducing the amount of water diverted from the Sacramento River. 

During the winter months, the NMC is shut down for permitted maintenance activities which can 
include inspections, mowing, vegetation control, rodent control, erosion repairs, access road 
maintenance, and small capital projects.  In addition, when canal cleaning occurs, the canal is 
isolated and all runoff is contained within the canal until it is acceptable by RD 1000 for 
discharge to the Sacramento River (B. Gray pers. comm).  

Northern Main Canal System Improvements 

This Project will continue the effort to provide automation on the NMC system to improve 
water-use efficiency.  The following improvements to the system have been or will be made 
prior to construction of this project.  Their locations are shown in Figure 1.1. 

• Sankey Diversion and Canal Project new river diversion and modem canal facilities that 
deliver desired flow into the NMC, operational in 2011 

• Barnes Crossing automated control structure constructed in 2012 

• Dodge Crossing automated contro1 structure to be constructed in 2014 

• Sankey Road Check automated control structure to be constructed in early 2015 

These improvements have increased the capacity to carry more water down the NMC while 
reducing operational spills upstream of each structure.  With the completion of the Sankey Road 
Check structure, the canal system will be able to carry and pass up to 80 cfs to the pool regulated 
by the R-Drain Check Structure located 1.5 miles downstream.  The R-Drain Check Structure 
maintains the water level of this pool to make deliveries to the NMC below and/or to the R-Drain 
Canal through the R-Drain turnout.  Presently, this check structure has the capacity to move 10 
cfs to the NMC below.  Due to this restriction, over-deliveries to R-Drain Canal are often 
required to maintain water balance to prevent overtopping the NMC canal banks.  In doing so, 
the over-delivery to the R-Drain Canal is often spilled to the drainage canal system and lifted 
back into the NMC at the 30s Pump Station.  

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, Reclamation would not provide funding to the Company to 
replace and automate the R-Drain Check Structure.  As a consequence, this Project would not be 
implemented in the near term and water delivery to downstream users would continue with 
manual operation of the control gates at the R-Drain Check Structure.  Status quo operation of 
the NMC would also allow uncontrolled spills of water in the lower portion of the R Drain 
Canal.  
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Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action, cost share funding would be provided to the Company to manage, 
plan, finalize design, and construct new facilities to automate flow regulation at the present 
location of the R-Drain Check Structure.  Full integration of SCADA coupled with the 
automation of the gates would facilitate improved water management practices by maintaining a 
constant water level upstream of the R-Drain Check Structure to avoid uncontrolled bank 
overtopping in the lower portion of the R Drain Canal.  In doing so, the Project would improve 
the Company’s overall efficiency in water use.  In turn, any water conserved in association with 
this action (estimated at 3,800 af annually) could be used for other purposes within and/or 
outside the Natomas Basin.  Within basin needs would include ensuring the long term reliability 
of water supply to approximately 4,500 acres of Conservancy mitigation property for which the 
Company provides water each year (See Appendix C).  These mitigation properties include 
sustained rice farming, upland habitat preservation, and managed marsh lands.  Out of basin 
needs are extensive but could include, as an example, meeting the salinity standards in the Delta 
region.   

In addition, the increased efficiency would result in a reduction of the need to re-lift tail water at 
the downstream 30s pump station for recirculation or for pumping into the Sacramento in times 
of excess.  The effect of the reduced pumping of this water for reuse or back into the Sacramento 
River is lowered energy use (to operate the pumps) as well as improved water quality to the 
receiving water because drain water is typically of higher salinity than ambient stream or river 
flow. 

Construction activities would not result in any impact to erosion and turbidity that could affect 
any natural stream systems.  This is because: 1. the area impacted by the construction activities 
would be confined to the minimum area possible to replace the existing structure with a new 
structure; 2. the contractor would be required to submit and adhere to conditions of an approved 
SWPPP that would limit the potential for erosion; 3. the Project would not likely increase 
turbidity of any storm water relative to typical canal maintenance activities that could occur 
within several miles of the canal in the same year without the project; and 4. any discharge to the 
Sacramento River would be subject to conditions of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit of RD 1000.  

 Biological Resources 3.2

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
 
The Project area lies on the NMC, within the Natomas Basin but outside of the Natomas Basin 
Conservancy reserve areas (See Appendix C).  The Project area is bordered by canal access roads 
on both sides and extensive drainage facilities (Figure 2-2 and Appendix B-1).  Annual grasses 
and weedy species form a narrow band of vegetation on both sides of access roads in an 
otherwise heavily managed area.  Rip-rap occurs mainly on the downstream sides of the existing 
check structure.  Irrigated rice fields are found on each side of the canal access roads that parallel 
the NMC.  No visible trees, shrubs, vernal pools, or wetlands are apparent in the area affected by 
the action.   
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The combination of rice, other agricultural crops, drainage and irrigation channels, and ruderal 
lands has allowed wildlife populations to persist within the Basin, most notable among these is 
the Swainson’s hawk and the GGS (Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, 2003).  A 
summary of Federal and State-listed species occurring in the Project area, the effects 
determination, and summary basis for the determination, are provided in Table 3-1.  This table 
was generated using Reclamation’s interpretation of information obtained online from the 
Service’s database and the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), maintained by the 
California Department of Fish and Game, as accessed in July 2014 and again in September 2015.  
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute quadrangle for Verona was used to search the 
CNDDB.  Results of the CNDDB query were refined to the Project Area using the BIOS 
mapping complement to the CNDDB.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information 
for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) application was queried using a free-hand, yet 
conservative, outline of the site.  Habitat descriptions were obtained from the USFWS 
Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS), where available, and from other reputable 
sources (e.g. NatureServe Explorer), where unavailable in ECOS.  

Reclamation’s queries identified 15 species Federally- or state-listed as Rare, Threatened or 
Endangered (RTE) or species of concern with the potential to inhabit the Project Area (Table 
3.1).  Of these species, only one, the giant garter snake (GGS), has a mapped occurrence in BIOS 
within a one-mile radius of the Project area.  No species were identified by the IPaC Resource 
Trust Report as having designated Critical Habitat within the Project Area.   

In addition to the species listed in Table 3.1, the IPaC report identified 18 species of birds 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act with the 
potential to inhabit the Project Area.  Due to the short construction timeframe and limited area of 
disturbance associated with the project, these species are not anticipated to be impacted by the 
Proposed Action. 
 
With the notable exception of the GGS, Reclamation has determined that the Proposed Action 
would have no measurable effect on reported species due to: the limited area and short timeframe 
of the construction-related habitat disturbance; the lack of suitable, and/or Critical Habitat for a 
listed species in the Project area, and/or; maintenance of existing land use practices in the Project 
Area, post construction.     

Table 3-1. Species identified as having the potential to inhabit the Project area.  Sources: 
CNDDB, BIOS, IPaC online applications. 

Species Status1 Effect2 Habitat Description and Summary 
Basis for ESA Determination3 

AMPHIBIANS    

California tiger salamander, 
central population 
(Ambystoma californiense) 

T NE 

streams, deep pools, backwaters within 
streams and creeks, ponds, marshes, sag 
ponds, dune ponds, and lagoons 
Unlikely. Potential habitat in Project Area 
limited. Area of construction-related 
disturbance small. No conversion of 
lands/habitat from existing uses.  
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Species Status1 Effect2 Habitat Description and Summary 
Basis for ESA Determination3 

California red-legged frog 
(Rana draytonii) T NE 

backwaters of ponds, marshes, springs, 
streams, and reservoirs  
Unlikely.  Inadequate habitat in Project Area 
limited. Area of construction-related 
disturbance small. No conversion of 
lands/habitat from existing uses. 

BIRDS    

bank Swallow (Riparia 
riparia) T (CA) NE 

unaltered (unarmored, for burrowing) high, 
sandy-soiled river banks 
Possible. Inadequate nesting habitat in Project 
Area. Area of construction-related disturbance 
small. No conversion of lands/habitat from 
existing uses. 

Swainson’s hawk (Buteo 
swainsoni) T (CA) NE 

grasslands, sage flats, agricultural fields. 
Requires singular tree at minimum for 
nesting, 
Absent.  No nesting habitat in Project Area.  
No conversion of lands/habitat from existing 
uses. 

yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis) 

T NE 

wooded habitat with dense cover near water, 
including woodlands with low, scrubby, 
vegetation, overgrown orchards, abandoned 
farmland, and dense thickets along streams 
and marshes.  Willows provide nesting 
habitat.  Cottonwoods provide foraging 
habitat. 
Absent. No habitat in Project Area. No land 
use changes.  

INVERTEBRATES 

Valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle (Desmocerus 
californicus dimorphus) 

T NE 

Elderberry trees (exclusively, for entire life 
cycle; tree acts as food source) in riparian 
forests 
Absent.  No habitat exists in project area.  No 
conversion of lands/habitat from existing 
uses. 

vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) T NE 

vernal pools (predominantly; 80%), alkali 
pools, ephemeral drainages, stock ponds, 
roadside ditches, vernal swales, and rock 
outcrop pools, ephemeral wetlands 
Absent. No habitat exists in the Project area.  
No land use changes. 

vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
(Lepidurus packardi) E NE 

vernal pools, clay flats, alkaline pools, 
ephemeral stock tanks, and roadside ditches 
and ruts   
Absent. No habitat exists in the Project area.  
No land use changes. 
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Species Status1 Effect2 Habitat Description and Summary 
Basis for ESA Determination3 

 
California fairy shrimp 
(Linderiella occidentalis) 
 

SC (CA) NE 
vernal pools 
Absent. No habitat exists in the Project area.  
No land use changes. 

Conservancy fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta conservation) 
 

E NE 
vernal pools 
Absent. No habitat exists in the Project area.  
No land use changes. 

FISHES 

Delta smelt 
(Hypomesus transpacificus) T NE 

open, shallow waters of  San Francisco 
Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Estuary 
Unlikely.  Sacramento believed to be 
northern limit of range.  (USFWS Species 
Assessment and Listing Priority 
Assignment Form)   

Central Valley steelhead 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) T NE 

freshwater streams (spawning, first 3 years of 
life) 
Absent. Surface water diversion screened   

REPTILES 

giant garter snake  
(Thamnophis gigas) 

T, 
CA (T) NLAA 

Potential.  Potential upland hibernaculae 
within the narrow band of vegetation and rip 
rap that would be disturbed by the Project.  
The potential effects of constructing the 
replacement check structure on GGS is 
expected to be minor and minimal.  This is 
because the area of impact to overwintering 
habitat is fairly small (perhaps up to 300 sq 
ft), and this area would not likely be using 
any available habitat because of the use of 
exclusionary fencing (i.e. silt fence), which 
would be verified as functional, prior to the 
hibernation period.  In doing so, the main 
effect of this action is limited to a temporary 
disturbance of potential overwintering GGS 
habitat rather than direct harm to the species.  
In addition, additional avoidance and 
minimization measures as described in 
Section 2.2.5 would be used to ensure that no 
snakes are harmed and any adverse 
modifications to their habitat are minimized. 
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FLOWERING PLANTS    

Hartweg’s golden sunburst 
(Pseudobahia babiifolia) 

E,  
CA (E) NE 

clay soils of woodlands and grasslands 
Possible.  Potential habitat in Project Area 
limited. Area of construction-related 
disturbance small. No conversion of 
lands/habitat from existing uses.  No land use 
changes. 

palmate-bracted bird's beak 
(Cordylanthus palmatus) E NE 

seasonally-flooded alkaline soils along edges 
of channels and drainage and in seasonal 
depressions of lowland plains and basins 
Possible.  Area of construction-related 
disturbance small. No conversion of 
lands/habitat from existing uses.  No land use 
changes. 

Key: 
1 - Status= Listing of Federal status species, unless otherwise indicated. C - Candidate species; E - Listed as 

Endangered; T - Listed as Threatened; X – Critical habitat designated in site vicinity; CA - State listed species; SS 
– Special Status species. 

 
2 - Effects: NE - No Effect determination; NLAA- “ not likely to adversely affect” 
 
3 - Definition of Occurrence Indicators in Proposed Action Area: Present - Species observed and suitable habitat 

present; Possible -Species reported in area but suitable habitat suboptimal or entirely lacking; Unlikely - Species 
recorded in vicinity over 10-years ago but habitat suboptimal or entirely lacking. 

 
Reclamation has determined through this review of species, in addition to conversations with the 
Service, that the GGS is the species of primary concern with this Project. 
 
Giant Garter Snake   The GGS is listed as a threatened species under the Federal Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) and the California ESA.  This snake is an endemic species of wetlands in the 
Central Valley of California.  Historically, they were found from the vicinity of Butte County 
southward to Bakersfield in Kern County.  Today, populations of the GGS are found in the 
Sacramento Valley and in isolated pockets of the San Joaquin Valley.   
Loss or degradation of aquatic habitat resulting from agricultural and urban development is the 
primary cause of these declines. Other factors contributing to the decline of this species include 
predation of juvenile GGS by introduced predators, elimination of prey species by pesticides, 
road mortality, and maintenance and modification of agricultural water conveyance and 
infrastructure (Natomas Basin Conservancy [NBC] (2005). 

Optimal or suitable habitat for the GGS requires the presence of the following attributes (Service 
1999): 

• Adequate water during the active season early spring through mid-fall (late March/Early 
April-October) to provide ample supply of food (e.g. tadpoles, frogs, small fish, small 
vertebrates);  

• Emergent, herbaceous wetland vegetation providing cover during the active season and 
often found in rice fields, irrigation canals or drainage ditches, freshwater marshes, 
sloughs, and ponds; 
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• Upland habitat with grassy cover and openings in waterside vegetation for basking; and 

• Higher elevation upland habitats for cover and refuge (e.g. rodent burrows) from flood 
waters during the snake’s inactive season in the winter (October – April). 

The area affected by the Proposed Action is adjacent to rice fields that represent potentially 
suitable habitat for the GGS during the active season.  Reclamation accessed the CNNDB database 
in July 2014, and again in September 2015, to obtain information relative to sitings of GGS in the 
Project area, as reported by CNDDB users.  According to the CNNDB, and its complement, the 
Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS), which provides a conservative map 
output of each reported siting (accurate to the level of detail included at reporting) the most recent 
documented sighting of GGS within a one-mile radius of the Project area occurred in 1986.  
However in a subsequent conversation initiated by Reclamation on October 21, 2014, for the 
purpose of identifying any new data relative to local GGS sitings, Mr. Eric Hansen, a consulting 
expert on GGS working in the area, stated that GGS sitings are commonplace in the vicinity of the 
Project.  Mr. Hansen added that the Project area is suitable habitat for GGS; In particular, the 
upland portions of the canal banks, including the rip-rap, could provide upland, overwintering 
habitat for this species.  Mr. Hansen suggested the installation of exclusionary fencing as a GGS 
avoidance measure.   

Reclamation also contacted the Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC) for their expertise on the 
subjects of local GGS observations and habitat requirements.  Mr. John Roberts of NBC concurred 
with Mr. Hansen’s conclusions but added that the GGS’s range is not limited to the Project 
vicinity.  In addition, Mr. Roberts relayed that strategic design of the Project could ultimately 
enhance the habitat and promote use of the Project area by GGS.  Design elements suggested by 
Mr. Roberts for inclusion were the addition of rock, and placement of pipe to provide a “waterfall 
effect”.  

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, current biological resources conditions would continue.   

Proposed Action 
Implementing the Proposed Action would allow greater flexibility to water management for 
lands served by the Company.  In turn, this increased flexibility improves the Company’s ability 
to balance the agricultural and environmental demands (i.e. NBC mitigation properties) of the 
water to the benefit of the GGS and other water-dependent species.  In other words, the 
improvements to water management and conservation that result from this Project would be 
expected to increase the reliability of water deliveries to the preserves sites managed by the 
NBC, which is essential to their long-term sustainability.  Similarly, the Proposed Action could 
allow for conserved water to be used for other environmental purposes outside the Natomas 
Basin, such as the Bay Delta region.  

Presently, the capacity of the water distribution system is limited during startup in the spring 
such that water deliveries for rice flood-up must be staggered.  Automating the check structure 
would provide greater flexibility and lessen this pattern of flood-up to allow earlier flood-up to a 
greater proportion of the land planted in rice.  In turn, this would afford earlier availability of this 
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agricultural habitat for the GGS, which use this habitat routinely for cover and forage (Service 
and CDFG 2003).   

The potential direct effects of constructing the replacement check structure on GGS is expected 
to be minor because of the following reasons: 

• The total area of impact from construction activities would be less than 720 square feet 
(sf).  Of this total,  we estimate that less than half of this area would constitute overwinter 
habitat for GGS;  

• Exclusionary fencing (i.e., silt fence) installed around the areas of impact prior to the 
hibernation period (October 1) would prevent GGS from seeking any available 
overwintering habitat before construction activities occurred.  In doing so, the main effect 
of this action is limited to a temporary disturbance of unoccupied overwintering habitat 
rather than direct harm to the species;  

• Avoidance and minimization measures and BMPs as described in 2.2.5 would be used to 
ensure that no snakes are harmed and any adverse modifications to their habitat are 
minimized during all aspects of project implementation.; and  

• Placement of up to 12 cubic yards of 15-18-inch minus angular rip-rap to armor the banks 
upstream of the new structure would constitute an enhancement to the habitat for future 
use by the GGS.  

 Cultural Resources 3.3

Cultural resources is a broad term that includes prehistoric, historic, architectural, and traditional 
cultural properties.  The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 is the primary 
Federal legislation that outlines the Federal government’s responsibility to cultural resources.  
Section 106 of the NHPA requires the Federal government to take into consideration the effects 
of an undertaking on cultural resources listed on, or eligible for inclusion in, the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP); such resources are referred to as historic properties.   

The Section 106 process is outlined in the Federal regulations at 36 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Part 800. These regulations describe the process that the Federal agency (Reclamation) 
takes to identify cultural resources and the level of effect that the proposed undertaking will have 
on historic properties. In summary, Reclamation must first determine if the action is the type of 
action that has the potential to affect historic properties. If the action is the type of action to 
affect historic properties, Reclamation must: identify the Area of Potential Effects (APE); 
determine if historic properties are present within that APE; determine the effect that the 
undertaking will have on historic properties, and; consult with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), to seek concurrence on Reclamation’s findings.  In addition, Reclamation is 
required, through the Section 106 process, to consult with Indian tribes concerning the 
identification of sites of religious or cultural significance, and to consult with individuals or 
groups who are entitled to be consulting parties or have requested to be consulting parties.  
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3.3.1 Affected Environment 
 
In an effort to identify historic properties, Reclamation reviewed its archaeological site index and 
project data, and researched information regarding the facilities from NCMWC, including 
information provided by NCMWC personnel and a previously prepared a Cultural Resources 
Survey Report.  In addition records search for the APE and a surrounding one-half mile radius 
was completed by the Northeast Information Center (NIC) of the California Historical Resources 
Information System on September 3, 2013, a site inspection was conducted and a Cultural 
Resource Inventory and Evaluation Report was prepared. 
 
The proposed undertaking is narrowly defined to the built environment of the North Main Canal 
and its constructed elements, therefore, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(a)(4) Reclamation 
determined there was no potential for the presence of sites of religious and cultural significance 
or historic properties to be within the APE.   
 
During the identification effort a single resource was identified within the APE; Reclamation 
District 1000 (RD 100).  The entire NCMWC, as well as the current APE, is contained within the 
RD 1000 boundaries.  RD 1000, elements of which were constructed as early as 1913, has been 
found eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places as a rural historic district. 
The RD 1000 contributing components are restricted to those related to reclamation drainage 
efforts, road systems, and large-scale agricultural and urban drainage (main canals, drainage 
canals and pumping stations), flood control, and levees.  As a main canal the NMC would be one 
of these elements. 
 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would persist and the proposed project 
would not be implemented.  As a result, the No Action alternative would result in no impacts to 
cultural resources.   

Proposed Action 
The proposed action is to grant funding to NCMWC to reconstruct the existing R Drain check 
structure, install automated gates and controls, and integrate it into the existing supervisory 
control and data acquisition (SCADA) system in Sutter County, California.  Specifically, 
NCMWC is proposing to reconstruct the existing check structure in the Northern Main Canal at 
the turn out to the R Drain Canal to improve the capacity to carry flow (base and fluctuations) 
past the R Drain turnout. An automated control gate will be installed on the new check structure 
and integrated into the NCMWC's existing SCADA system to maintain the water level in the 
Northern Main and provide constant flow to the R Drain Canal. 
 
Reclamation has made the determination under NHPA of no adverse effects; The Proposed 
Action will have no impact on properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of 
Historic Places. The SHPO concurred with this finding in correspondence dated November 30, 
2015.  (See Appendix D-2.)  
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 Cumulative Effects 3.4

According to 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for 
implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, a cumulative impact is defined as “the impact 
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.”  Cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time.  
 
There are no adverse impacts associated with implementing the Proposed Action.  There are no 
implemented or planned actions identified, which, when combined with the Proposed Action, 
would be anticipated to result in a cumulative effect to species or resources.    
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 Consultation and Coordination Section 4

 Endangered Species Act (16 USC § 1531 et seq.) 4.1

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to ensure that all Federally-
associated activities within the United States do not jeopardize the continued existence of 
threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction of, or adverse impacts to, the critical 
habitat of these species.  Action agencies must consult with the Service, which maintains current 
lists of species that have been designated as threatened or endangered, to determine the potential 
impacts a project may have on protected species.  

Reclamation sent a memorandum to the Service on September 15, 2014 requesting concurrence 
with the determination that the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, 
the GGS.  An additional memorandum was submitted in early October 2015, along with a copy 
of the Draft EA (as revised with updated Project renderings), as requested by Ms. Kellie Berry of 
the Service for use in the Service’s review of the Project.  The Service responded with 
concurrence of Reclamation’s determination in correspondence dated December 11, 2015.   (See 
Appendix D-3.) 

 Clean Water Act (CWA)(33 USC § 1311 et seq.) 4.2

4.2.1 Section 404 
Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to issue permits 
to regulate the discharge of “dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States” (33 USC 
§ 1344).  Preliminary contact with the USACE has identified this canal as a “water of the USA” 
which is subject to this Section of the Clean Water Act.  As a consequence, Reclamation 
consulted with the USACE Sacramento District (the District) on the need for a 404 Permit in 
support of implementing the Proposed Action.  In discussions following a review of plans in 
August 2015, Mr. William Ness of the District informed Reclamation that, based on the nature of 
the project and limited disturbance involved, the Proposed Action would likely be 
accommodated by Nationwide Permit 3 for Maintenance.  Therefore, required permitting 
documentation is limited to a Pre-Construction Notice, which Reclamation submitted to the 
District on October 14, 2015.   Formal documentation of the Corps’ finding was submitted to 
Reclamation in correspondence dated January 6, 2016.  (See Appendix D-4.)  

4.2.2 Section 401  
Section 401 of the CWA (33 USC § 1311) prohibits the discharge of any pollutants into 
navigable waters, except as allowed by permit issued under sections 402 and 404 of the CWA 
(33 USC § 1342 and 1344), including those associated with the construction or operation of a 
facility or structure.  If a Federal discharge permit is required, the applicant must first obtain 
certification from the State agency with jurisdiction that activities will comply with applicable 
State effluent and water quality standards.  On October 14, 2015, Reclamation submitted the 
application package for a water quality certification to the Regional Water Quality Board 
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(Regional Board).  The Regional Board provided the Section 401 certification to Reclamation on 
November 9, 2015.  (See Appendix D-5). 
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Appendix A.  Indian Trust Assets Review  
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Appendix B-1.  General Plan 
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Appendix B-2.  Site Plan 
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Appendix C.  Cultural Resources APE  
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Appendix D. Responses to Inter-agency Consultation Requests – D-1: Designation of Lead Agency 
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Appendix D. Responses to Inter-agency Consultation Requests – D-2: NHPA Section 106 Consultation 
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Appendix D. Responses to Inter-agency Consultation Requests – D-3: Informal ESA Section 7 
Consultation

 



 

32 
 

 
 



 

33 
 

 



 

34 
 

 
 



 

35 
 



 

36 
 

 

 
  



 

37 
 

Appendix D. Inter-agency Consultation – D-4: CWA Section 404 Consultation 
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Appendix D. Inter-agency Consultation – D-5: CWA Section 401 Consultation 
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