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Chapter 1
Purpose and Need for Project

Introduction

The City of Yuba City (City) owns and operates the Y uba City (Tierra Buena)
Water Treatment Plant (WTP), serving a population of approximately 60,000.
Surface water is delivered to the WTP through an intake structure on the Feather
River and aLow-Lift Pump Station (LLPS). Water is drawn through the intake
structure by the LLPS, both of which are located on the Feather River
approximately one mile east of the WTP.

To address the conversion of domestic water suppliesin the Tierra Buenawater
service area from groundwater to surface water and planned popul ation growth,
the City needsto ensure that its surface water supply infrastructure can deliver

48 million gallons per day (mgd). In 2005, the City began to upgrade and expand
its WTP capacity to meet thisneed. The completed WTP expansion project
resulted in a continuous capacity of 36 mgd and a peak capacity of 42 mgd.

As acondition of the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
approval of the completed WTP expansion project, the City agreed to replaceits
unscreened intake structure with a screened intake structure. The City is
proposing the Y uba City Feather River Fish Screen Project (proposed project) to
satisfy this agreement. Under the proposed project, the existing unscreened
intake on the Feather River would be replaced with a new screened intake, and
the associated L L PS would be modified to include a new manifold and fagade.
Piping between the new intake structure and existing LLPS would be modified to
accommodate the new intake structure design. In addition, the road that runs
east/west from the project site through the orchard would be improved to enable
access during winter months and storm events. Additional information on these
project componentsisincluded in Chapter 2.

Activities to Be Authorized, Funded, or Carried Out
by the Federal Action Agency

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation), is funding a portion of this project through its Anadromous Fish
Screen Program. As aresult, Reclamation is the federal lead agency under the

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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City of Yuba City Purpose and Need for Project

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This Environmental
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/1S) meets the requirements of NEPA.

The Department of Interior’s (as represented by Reclamation and FWS for this
project) involvement is limited to contributing up to 50% of the cost of the fish
screen based on the total cost of screening associated with the historical peak
diversions at the existing Y uba City intake. Thisfunding will be provided by
Reclamation under Section 3406(b)(21) of the Central Valey Project
Improvement Act (CVPIA), which authorizes DOI to develop and implement
measures to avoid losses of juvenile anadromous fish resulting from unscreened
diversions on the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries. This
appliesto the Feather River, which istributary to the Sacramento River.

Purpose of this Environmental Assessment/
Initial Study

This EA/IS has been prepared to assess the impacts of the construction and
operation of the proposed project, as required by NEPA and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed project is being administered
by the City, with funds for the project coming from a variety of sources,
including federal agencies. The CEQA lead agency for the proposed project is
the City. Although this document was prepared to comply with both CEQA and
NEPA, the CEQA terms proposed project and impact are used throughout the
report.

This EA/ISis apublic document that anayzes the environmental impacts of the
proposed project, presents feasible measures to reduce or avoid potential
environmental impacts, and evaluates aternatives to the project. It complieswith
environmental requirements established by both CEQA and NEPA. ThisEA/IS
serves as an informational document to be used in the decision-making process
and does not recommend either approval or denia of the proposed project.

Objectives/Purpose and Need for the Project

The City currently provides water to a population of approximately 60,000. The
primary source of water is from the Feather River where the City currently
operates an unscreened intake structure. The diverted water is conveyed through
the intake structure and the associated LLPSto the Y uba City WTP system for
treatment prior to distribution to customers.

Y uba City’ s need for surface water has increased recently and will continue to
increase in the future as groundwater use decreases due to groundwater quality
issues. Some portions of the City’ s service areathat historically relied on
groundwater supplies have already been connected to the City’ s surface water
system. The City intends to make high-quality treated surface water available
throughout its service area. Additionally, the City is growing according to its

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Purpose and Need for Project

general plan and forecasting an annual growth in demand for its surface water
supply from 3% to 10% (0.7 to 2.4 mgd) (Dyett & Bhatia2004). Asaresult of
these factors, the City needs a surface water supply of 48 mgd. The current
intake structure can accommodate 48 mgd; however, the current pumping
capacity of the LLPS is 40 mgd.

The proposed project has two primary purposes/objectives:

1. Replacethe City’s existing unscreened intake structure on the Feather River
with anew intake structure facility that meets the California Department of
Fish and Game (DFG) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
Fisheries) anadromous fish screen criteria, per the State Water Board
conditions of approval for the expanding WTP; and

2. Construct a new intake structure facility, including upgrades to the LLPS,
with 48 mgd capacity to accommodate the ongoing conversion from
groundwater supplies to surface water supplies and planned growth
consistent with the genera plan.

Responsible, Trustee, and Cooperating Agencies

This EA/IS will be used by responsible and trustee agencies to determine the
effects of the proposed project. Responsible agencies are those that have alegal
responsibility to approve the project and are subject to CEQA compliance. These
agencies are required to rely on the lead agency’ s environmental document in
acting on whatever aspect of the project requiresits approval but must prepare
and issueits own findings regarding the project (CEQA Guidelines

Section 15096). Trustee agencies are those that have jurisdiction over certain
resources held in trust for the people of California but do not have legal authority
over approving or carrying out the project. Responsible and trustee agencies for
the proposed project are presented in Table 1-1.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Table 1-1. Responsible and Trustee Agencies

Agency Jurisdiction
Trustee
Department of Fish and Game Fish and wildlife
Native plants designated as rare or
endangered
Game refuges
Ecological reserves
State Lands Commission State-owned “sovereign” lands
Responsible
Department of Fish and Game Fish and wildlife
Native plants designated asrare or
endangered
Game refuges
Ecological reserves
Office of Historic Preservation Historic and cultural resources
Central Valley Flood Protection Board Levee and floodway modifications
Air Resources Board Air quality

Regional Water Quality Control Board (#5)  Discharges to water bodies

A cooperating agency is any agency other than the lead agency that has
discretionary authority over the proposed project, jurisdiction by law, or specia
expertise with respect to the environmental impacts expected to result from an
action. For the proposed project, no official cooperating agencies have been
identified. However, the City and Reclamation have been coordinating with
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), NMFS, and DFG throughout
development of the Action-Specific Implementation Plan (ASIP), as described in
Chapter 4 of thisEA/IS.

Relationship to the Yuba City General Plan and
General Plan Environmental Impact Report

The current Yuba City General Plan was completed in October 2003 (Dyett &
Bhatia 2004), replacing the existing General Plan, which was last updated in
1989. A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluating the effects of the
Genera Plan was issued in October 2003 (Dyett & Bhatia 2003); the Final EIR
was issued in February, 2004 (City of Yuba City 2004). The new General Plan
was adopted by the City Council on April 8, 2004.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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City of Yuba City Purpose and Need for Project

Scope and Organization of this EA/IS

This EA/IS describes the affected environment, identifies and discloses potentia
environmental impacts of the proposed project and dternatives, and describes
mitigation measuresto avoid, minimize, or compensate for significant impacts.
Chapter 2 describes the proposed project and alternatives, including those not
carried forward for detailed analysis. Chapter 3 of the EA/IS focuses on the
resources that would be affected by implementation of the proposed project,
including the environmental setting, impacts, and mitigation measures to reduce
these impacts. Chapter 4 describes the consultation that has taken place to date
with the responsible, cooperating, and other agencies and any applicable
regulations.

The CEQA Initial Study Checklist for the proposed project is provided as
Appendix A. The checklist summarizes the level of significance of potential
impacts associated with the proposed project as required by CEQA.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Chapter 2
Description of the Proposed Project

and Alternatives

Introduction

The proposed project would construct a new intake structure for the City that
includes a fish screen and increased diversion capacity. Details of the proposed
project and alternatives are provided below.

Description of the Proposed Project

Location

The proposed project would be located on the Feather River in Sutter County
(Figure 2-1), just upstream of the City’ s current intake location (Figures 2-2 and
2-3). The project area would extend along the west bank of the river near

River Mile (RM) 28, east of Y uba City, and extend west along the access road
through the orchard (Figure 2-2). The overall construction area at the intake site
would cover approximately 100 feet of riverbank and extend about 35 feet into
the Feather River channdl.

Description of Project Activities

The proposed project would consist of the following components:

m A 48-mgd-capacity intake structure (screened intake structure) on the
Feather River just upstream of the current unscreened intake;

m A 54-inch diameter underground pipeline from the new intake structure to
the LLPS;

m  Removal of the existing traveling screen inside the existing LL PS structure;

m Improvements to the existing LLPS to support auxiliary equipment (i.e.,
air receivers and control panelsfor the air-burst cleaning system, manifold
piping, etc.) for the new fish screen and an updated fagade to protect
equipment from the elements and vandalism;

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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City of Yuba City Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives

m  Remova of the existing unscreened intake; and

m Improvements to the existing road to enable access during winter months and
storm events.

The construction staging area would be located immediately northwest of the
LLPS and would occupy approximately 0.07 acre. Asdescribed in Chapter 1, the
federa action islimited to funding 50% of the cost of the fish screen and is not
related to the expansion of the diversion facility. The expansion is considered a
betterment that is specifically proposed and funded by the City.

Intake Structure

The intake structure would be located on the west bank of the Feather River,
approximately 60 feet upstream from the current intake (Figure 2-3), on property
owned by the City. Approximately 0.05 acre of the intake structure would be
constructed on pilings and foundation material placed in the Feather River. An
additional 0.12 acre of riprap erosion protection would be placed on the river
bottom around the intake facility to protect against scour and erosion. Theriprap
would be 2.5 feet thick and would extend approximately 35 feet into the river
from the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). Riprap would aso extend
approximately 25 feet upstream and 20 feet downstream beyond the intake
facility. Theintake structure/fish screen will contain four submersible pumps
(three, 15-horsepower [hp] pumps, and one, 30-hp pump). Theintake structureis
designed to accommodate the pumping of up to 48 mgd of water from the
Feather River. Figure 2-4 shows the project site plan.

Accessto the intake structure would be via concrete steps installed from the top
of the riverbank (elevation 60 feet above mean sealevel [mdl]) to the intake
structure (elevation 41 feet mgl).

Fish Screen

The intake structure would include a fish exclusionary system designed to meet
the applicable screening requirements of DFG and NOAA Fisheries. The species
of concern in thisreach of the Feather River include anadromous salmonids and
green sturgeon. Protection of these species was included in the design of the fish
screen.

A 1.75-millimeter (mm) fish screen with a maximum approach velocity of
0.33 feet per second (fps) isincluded in the intake structure. The fish screen
system includes an automated screen cleaning system. The fish screensare
located flush on the face of the structure between approximately elevations
26 and 34 feet above mdl. The fish screens are installed from the top of the
structure through guide dots for screen bays. Solid panels are installed in the
guide slots above the fish screensto the top of the structure.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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06813.06 IS-EA (5-21-09)

NOTES:

1. BENCHMARK:
N: 21847865
E: 6670264.1
THE BENCH MARK USED FOR THIS PROJECT IS THE CLOSEST CONTROL
POINT FROM THE MARCH 2005 KSN AERIAL SURVEY. IT IS BETWEEN THE
/\/ RIVER AND THE LEVEE APPROXIMATELY 1230 FEET EAST OF THE PROJECT
APPROXIMATE LOCATION ST
OF PROPERTY LINE \ &%’ 2. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROTECTION OF MONITORING WELL AND
_ _ _ AN NN % GROUNDWATER WELL.

% 3. CITY WILL SURVEY AND STAKE PROPERTY PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ON SITE SECURITY.
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A screen cleaning mechanism will beinstalled to allow continuous cleaning of
the fish screens for regul atory and operational needs. An air-burst cleaning
system is proposed. This system includes air compressors, air receivers, and
control panels. The air compressors would be located at the WTP site. The air
receivers and control panels would be located in the existing LL PS pump room.
The air compressor proposed is a28-hp rotary screw compressor that israted for
53 standard cubic feet per minute at 125 pounds per squareinch (psi). A 1,500-
gallon, 200 psi rated air receiver is recommended.

Intake Structure Construction Methods

Cofferdam

Thefirst step of congtructing the intake structure would involve installation of a
sheet pile cofferdam on the waterside of the riverbank along the outermost edge
of the intake structure footprint. It is estimated that construction of the
cofferdam would take up to 2 weeks. Thirty-seven sheet piles would beinstalled
with both avibratory and an impact hammer. Based on conservative estimates, it
is expected that the magjority (70%) of the sheet pileinstallation would be done
with avibratory hammer, but approximately 30% of the installation would
require an impact hammer. Once completed, the cofferdam would be dewatered
prior to the installation of the intake structure foundation. It is estimated that 21
of the 37 sheet piles would be installed in the wetted river channd; the remainder
would be driven on dry land. The sheet piling would extend to the top of the
sloped soil bank.

A dewatering plan for the cofferdam area is being developed by the project
engineers and may include pumping the water into the City’ s treatment system,
discharging it to upland areas, or treating it on Site to remove sediments and then
discharging it back into theriver. The dewatering plan would comply with
federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 and other applicable permit
conditions. Fish salvage would occur during the cofferdam dewatering, as
discussed in Appendix B.

The sheet pile training and support walls would support the fill on the riverbank
that would allow traffic to access the new structure. The front (river side) of the
sheet pile would be installed both upstream and downstream of the intake
structure and extend the overall length where the sand layer is hydraulically cut
off from theriver along the levee. Secondary rows of sheet piles would be
included behind the front wall to serve as support walls for the deadman anchor
rods from the front wall. The excavations required to install this system would
occur at the secondary support wall to allow the anchor rods to be attached to the
support wall at the correct elevation. Excavation may also be required behind the
lower secondary wall to accommodate the excavationsin front of that wall.
Granular backfill would be brought up to the lower anchor elevation, the
deadman anchor rods would beinstalled, and the backfill would progress
upward.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Foundation

The proposed foundation for the intake structure is a pile foundation. Piers
would be constructed by driving atotal of sixteen 24-inch-diameter cast-in-steel-
shell (CISS) piles. Ten piles would be driven within the dewatered in-channel
section of the cofferdam, and the remaining six piles would be driven within the
bank section of the cofferdam. These piers would extend beneath the structure
and down into ahard clay layer. A tremie seal would be placed within the
cofferdam, beneath the structure, and at the top of the piers. The bottom of this
seal would be founded on the sand layer beneath the structure but above the stiff
to hard clays. After the piers areinstalled, the contractor would improve the sand
layer inside the cofferdam to reduce liquefaction potentia by jet grouting the
entire area within the cofferdam above the clays and under the structure.

During design, a soil boring was taken from the riverbank adjacent to the
proposed fish screen structure site. Based on the soil that was found, itis
anticipated that each pile installation should take less than 1 hour (from the time
the pile is placed at the specific location). Each CISS pile would be driven

30 feet below grade with an impact hammer. Approximately 50 to 75 blows per
pile would be required for installation, and two piles would be installed per day.
It would require approximately 2 weeks to drive all piles.

A 54-inch diameter, 112-foot long pipeline would be constructed from the intake
structureto the LLPS. The pipe would be constructed of fabricated steel pipe
(cement lined and cement mortar coated) and buried no more than 25 feet
underground, beginning at the intake structure, at an elevation of approximately
26 feet md, and ending at the LLPS, at an elevation of approximately

55 feet mdl. The alignment for the pipeline would be excavated from the bank of
the river using an extended-arm excavator.

With the new fish screen, the existing traveling screen located inside the LLPS
structure would no longer be needed. To make room for the new fish screen’sair
receiver, the existing traveling screen would be removed. The opening in the
LLPS pump room, where the screen penetrated, would be sealed.

Once theintake is nearly complete, portions of the sheet piling would be
removed to allow water to passinto the LLPS s wet well sump.

After the new intake is connected to the LLPS, the existing unscreened intake
piping would be removed from service. To minimize disruption to theriver, the
exigting piping extending from the LLPS s wet well sump to the Feather River
would be abandoned in place. At theriver end, the existing bar racks would be
removed, wooden planks would be installed to cover the pipe opening, and the
entire pipe would be tremied (filled with concrete underwater via pipe) full of
concrete (starting from the wet well end) to plug the pipe. The wooden planks
would be removed after the concrete fill has set.

Construction equipment for the entire project would include an excavator,
backhoe, dump trucks, concrete mixer truck, crane, roller, compactor, and impact
and vibratory pile drivers. Flat bed trucks would be used to deliver sheet piling,
CISS piles, fish screens, LLPS siding and equipment to the project site.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Access Road

The proposed i mprovements to the access road west of the intake structure
include narrowing the road in certain sections from approximately 30 feet to
20 feet, and adding compacted aggregate base, geotextile filter fabric and
additional culvertsto facilitate drainage during high flow periods.

Construction equipment would include an excavator, a grader, aroller, awater
truck, and a minimum of two double-belly dump trucks. Pick-up trucks would be
used to deliver 12-inch and 36-inch culverts, geotextile fabric and other supplies
to the project site.

Access to the Project Site

During construction and operation/maintenance, access to the project site would
be via 10" Street Bridge (State Route 20 [SR 20]), south of the project site.
Construction vehicles would exit SR 20 onto Sumner Street and then proceed on
the levee road to the existing access road west of theintake and LLPS

(Figure 2-2).

Construction Schedule

Construction is currently anticipated to begin in 2010 and would require
approximately 12 to 15 monthsto complete, depending on river flow, weather
conditions, and the time of year when the project isinitiated. The in-river work
would take place between July 1 and October 31. Depending on weather
conditions and time of year, construction would run 5 days per week (Monday
through Friday), approximately 6 to 10 hours per day. For example, anticipated
hours during the summer could be from 6 am. to 4 p.m.

Following are the key steps and their estimated duration:

m  Complete proposed improvements to the access road—2 weeks (June 17—
June 30);

m  Preparethe site and install sheet piles to form cofferdam—2 weeks (July 1—
July 15);

m Excavate cofferdam, install dewatering system, and cast sacrificial concrete
dlab inside cofferdam—2 weeks (July 15-July 30);

m  Construct fish screen structure, install riprap, and construct pipelineto
LLPS—to be completed by October 31;

m  Cut and remove sheet piling from front of structure—to be completed by
October 1;

m Install air compressor, air receiver, and controls for fish screen cleaning
system. Test system and make functional—to be completed by
November 15;

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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m Instal and start up temporary pumping system—March 1;

m  Shut down existing LLPS and make modifications to pipes—March 1—
April 15; and

m  Remove remaining sheet piling—July 1-July 30.

Operation and Maintenance Activities

Operations

The City would continue to deliver its Feather River water viathe LLPS. The
City would continue to divert water from the Feather River as allowed for by
right and provided for in permits issued by the State Water Board.

Y uba City’ s base summer water supply is provided through a contract with the

Y uba County Water District (Y CWD). Under this contract, Y CWD provides up
to 4,500 acre-feet of water to Yuba City. Additionally, the City has a water
supply contract for State Water Project (SWP) water with the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR). This contract entitles the City to divert
up to 9,600 acre-feet per year. Diversions would occur year-round, subject to the
provisions of permitsissued by the State Water Board. This EA/IS disclosesthe
potential effects of diverting up to 48 mgd at the new screened intake facility.

Intake Facility

The new intake structure facility and pipeline would alow the delivery of up to
48 mgd of water and be capable of diverting water under all river hydraulic
conditions. The screen face would be oriented parallel to the river flow and
extend into the river section to allow adequate water depth at the screen (2.4-foot
minimum). The orientation would also allow suitable sweeping flows across the
screens, reduce the overall screen length needs, and reduce maintenance
requirements.

Project Start-Up

Following construction, the intake structure and other project facilities would be
operated in a start-up mode to facilitate testing of the equipment (e.g., air
compressor and pipelines) and confirmation that the project is operational .
During initial operation, the grit removal pumpswill operate 30 minutes for
every hours of operation (three pumps at 10 minutes per hour each). Thejet
mixing pump will initially be operated in 10-minute intervals, approximately

30 minutes per hour.

The fish screen cleaning mechanism will be set to clean once every 6 hours of
operation initially. Based on time of year and debrisin the river, this setting can
be changed by the City steff.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Sediment Management

Because the intake facility would be used under awide range of river-flow
conditions, thereis potentia for grit and sediment to enter the intake facility and
pipelines. A sediment management system is hecessary to minimize the
deposition of suspended sediments in the system. Collecting sediment as it
settles and immediately returning it to the river is considered the most practical
and effective method of managing sediment deposition within the intake
structure.

Sediment may be deposited in the forebay of the intake. Such deposits would
need to be removed to keep the forebay clear and keep approach vel ocities at the
fish screen relatively uniform along all parts of the screen.

At most times, the diversion would be less than 2% of the total river flow. At
times, the diverted water would contain an appreciable amount of suspended
sediment, reflecting the background turbidity in theriver. To prevent sediment
from entering the transmission pipeline where it could settle out and create an
operation and maintenance problem, the intake would include aforebay structure
designed to allow some sediment to settle out prior to the water entering the
transmission system. The forebay settling structure would be expected to capture
relatively coarse sediments (sand totaling about one-third of the sediment passing
through the fish screens).

The sediment that settles out in the forebay would be continuoudy removed by a
gravity collection system. That system would move the settled sediment to
sediment pumps that would return the sediment to the Feather River just
downstream of the fish screens. The return flow depth would be at the same
depth range as the fish screens, the depth at which the material was originally
diverted.

No additional material would be introduced, and thus, all returned sediment
would be material suspended in the Feather River flow that would otherwise be
part of the prevailing sediment load. The suspended sediment would be retained
within the intake structure only temporarily. The project would be expected to
create a suspended plume of sediment below the diversion structure that would
quickly dissipate as material is diluted by river flow.

Environmental Commitments

The following environmental commitments would be implemented as part of the
project to ensure minimization of impacts on sensitive environmental resources.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Air Quality

Environmental Commitment AQ-1: Minimize Impacts on
Air Quality

In accordance with the City’s Genera Plan (Dyett & Bhatia 2004) and consistent
with the Feather River Air Quality Management Basin, the following measures
will be implemented during construction to minimize PM 10 impacts on air
quality:

m  During clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation operations, fugitive
dust emissions shall be controlled by regular watering, paving of construction
roads, or other dust-preventative measures,

m  All materia excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent
excessive amounts of dust. Watering, with complete coverage, shall occur at
least twice daily, preferably in the late morning and after work is done for the

day;

m  All clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall cease when
winds exceed 20 miles per hour (mph) averaged over 1 hour;

m  All materia transported off site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust;

m  Theareadisturbed by demalition, clearing, grading, earthmoving, or
excavation operations shall be minimized at all times;

m  Portions of the congtruction site to remain inactive longer than a period of
3 months shall be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown; and

m  All on-site roads shall be paved as soon as feasible, watered periodicaly, or
chemically stabilized.

In accordance with the Feather River Air Quality Management District’s
(FRAQMD'’s) Best Available Mitigation Measures for Construction Activity
(Feather River Air Quality Management District 2004), the following measureis
to be implemented during construction to minimize ozone precursor impacts on
air qudity:

m Implement the FRAQMD Fugitive Dust Control Plan.

The proponent shall assemble acomprehensive inventory list (i.e., make, model,
engine year, horsepower, emission rates) of al heavy-duty off-road (portable and
mobile) equipment (50 hp and greater) that would be used an aggregate of 40 or
more hours for the construction project and apply the following mitigation
measures:

m  Reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOy) emissions from off-road diesel-powered
equipment. The project shall provide a plan for approval by FRAQMD
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (equal to or greater than 50 hp) off-road
equipment to be used for the construction project, including owned, leased,
and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet-average 20%
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NOy reduction and 45% particulate reduction® compared to the most recent
California Air Resources Board (CARB) fleet average at time of
construction;

m  Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed FRAQMD
Regulation 111, Rule 3.0, Visible Emissions Limitations (40% opacity or
Ringelmann 2.0). Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed
opacity limits shall take action to repair the equipment within 72 hours or
remove the equipment from service. Failureto comply may resultin a
Notice of Violation;

m  The primary contractor shall be responsible for ensuring that all construction
equipment is properly tuned and maintained prior to and for the duration of
on-site operation;

m Idling time shall be minimized to 10 minutes—saves fuel and reduces
emissions;, and

m  Existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean-fuel generators shall be
used rather than temporary power generators.

Portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment used at the project work
site, with the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, may require
CARB Portable Equipment Registration with the state or alocal district permit.
The owner/operator shall be responsible for arranging appropriate consultations
with CARB or FRAQMD to determine registration and permitting requirements
prior to equipment operation at the site.

Environmental Commitment Air Quality-2: Coordinate
with PG&E to Maximize Energy Efficiency

The City will work with PG&E to include construction practices and design
elementsin the LLPS and other project facilities that maximize energy
efficiency.

! Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late-model engines, low-emission diesel products,
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology (Carl Moyer Guidelines), after-treatment products, voluntary off-site
mitigation projects, providing funds for air district off-site mitigation projects, and/or other options as they become
available.
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Biology

Terrestrial Resources

Environmental Commitment BIO-1: Preconstruction Surveying and
Avoidance of Sensitive Species and Habitat

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

To reduce potential impacts on elderberry shrubs and valley elderberry longhorn
beetle (VELB), all elderberry shrub clusters within the riparian corridor in the
vicinity of the proposed project will be surveyed by a qualified biologist and
flagged to provide protection from construction activities. The City will also
require that the construction contractor educate all contractors and workers at the
site regarding the significance of the elderberry shrubs, the need to avoid
damaging shrubs, and the possible penaltiesinvolved should the shrubs be
affected.

VELB mitigation also includes daily monitoring and weekly reporting during
construction activities along the Feather River. As discussed under
Environmental Commitment AQ-1, the City will aso develop and implement a
fugitive dust control plan and implement other best management practices
(BMPs) and techniques to minimize dust in the construction area.

Bald Eagle, Swainson’s Hawk, White-Tailed Kite, L oggerhead Shrike, and
Tricolored Blackbird

Surveys for bald eagle, Swainson’ s hawk, and white-tailed kite nests will be
conducted in all suitable nesting habitat within a 0.5-mile radius of the project
area. Surveys for loggerhead shrike nests and tricolored blackbird colonies will
be conducted in all suitable nesting habitat within 200 feet of the project area.
These surveys will take place 1 week prior to the start of construction activities.
Should any nesting sites for bald eagle, Swainson’s hawk, and white-tailed kite
be found within a 0.5-mile radius or loggerhead shrike or tricolored blackbird
nests/colonies be found within a 200-foot radius of the project area during the
survey, DFG will be contacted regarding the appropriate actions to be taken (in
accordance with DFG standards). Trees containing active nests (i.e., anest
currently in use) will be marked for avoidance until after the young birds have
fully fledged. Open agricultural fields, grasdands, and alfalfafields in adjacent
areas identified as potential Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat should be avoided.

Aquatic Resources

Environmental Commitment BIO-2: Minimize Entrainment of
Juvenile Fish

The City’ s plans for the proposed project include a fish screen that would be
designed to meet DFG (2000) and NOAA Fisheries (1996; 1997) requirements
(e.g., 1.75 mm dlot size and 0.33 fps approach vel ocity) to conform to salmonid
fry criteria
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Environmental Commitment BIO-3: Implement Construction-Period
Limits

In-channel construction, including riverbank and channel-bed construction bel ow
the OHWM, will be limited to the summer low-precipitation period (July 1—
October 31) to reduce the likelihood of adverse effects on fish spawning, rearing,
and migration. Project construction in the channel will also be subject to the
following constraints:

m  Construction requiring stream dewatering, stream crossings, or work in the
channel bed will not start before July 1. Upstream passage for fish will be
provided through or around the construction site at al times. A cofferdam
will beinstalled in the river to divert streamflow around the construction area
of the new fish screen. Limiting in-channel construction to the June 1 to
October 31 period will avoid the primary juvenile salmonid rearing and
emigration period and the spawning and early rearing periods of other
special-status species.

Although restricting the construction period will not preclude effects, potential
adverse effects will be minimized by implementing the proposed erosi on-control
measures and conducting all in-water work during periods of lowest juvenile
salmonid migration.

Environmental Commitment BIO-4: Employ Noise-Reduction
Measures to Minimize Noise Impacts on Special-Status Fish Species
Potential injury and mortality associated with pile driving will be avoided or
minimized by implementing the following noise-reduction measures:

m In-channel construction, including riverbank and channel-bed construction
below the OHWM, will be limited to the summer low-flow period (July 1—
October 31) to reduce the likelihood of adverse effects on juvenile
salmonids;

m A cofferdam will beinstalled around the in-channel construction area, which
will be dewatered before additional pile driving and/or construction
activities. Once the outer sheet piling is completed, fish will not have access
to the construction site, and underwater sounds produced by pile driving will
be attenuated. The number and size of pileswill be limited to the minimum
necessary to meet the engineering and design requirements of the project;

m Vibratory hammerswill be used whenever feasible; and

m  Thesmallest pile driver and minimum force necessary will be used to
complete the work.

Environmental Commitment BIO-5: Avoid Stranding Impacts on
Fish in Dewatered Areas

A qualified fish biologist shall be on site during the installation of cofferdams
and during the cofferdam dewatering process to remove any trapped salmonids
and other fish from the cofferdam. The fish will be relocated to suitable habitat
upstream of the work area. Protocols for the capture, handling, and release of
fish will be developed in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries, DFG, and the City.
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Fish biologists will contact NOAA Fisheries and DFG immediately if any
steelhead, Chinook salmon, or green sturgeon are found dead or injured.

Environmental Commitment BIO-6: Evaluate Performance of New
Fish Screen

The City shall evaluate the performance of the newly constructed fish screen to
ensure that the fish screen and pumping plant are operated and maintained in
accordance with acceptable fish screen performance criteria. The following steps
shall befollowed prior to full operation of the facility to ensure proper operation:

m A draft hydraulic plan will be submitted to NOAA Fisheries before
completion of the project. The plan shall outlinein detail a proposed
methodol ogy for monitoring the performance of the fish screen to ensure the
protection of juvenile salmonids, as outlined in the Guidelines for
Devel oping Post-Construction Eval uation and Assessment Plans and
Operations and Maintenance Plans (Guidelines);

m A draft operations and maintenance plan shall be developed and submitted to
NOAA Fisheries before operations of the pumping plant areinitiated. The
plan shall act as amanual for operating and maintaining the pumping plant
and fish screen in accordance with the Guidelines;

m  An operations and maintenance log shall be maintained by the City on adaily
basis. Thelog shall be made available for inspection by NOAA Fisheries
personnel with 24 hours notice given to the City; and

m  TheCity shall curtail diversion to the greatest extent possible when any
portion of the fish screen structure is damaged or removed for maintenance
or repair, which would allow unscreened fish to pass.

Cultural

Environmental Commitment CUL-1: Precautions for the
Protection of Cultural Resources Should Artifacts or
Features Be Encountered during Construction

If any previously unknown cultural resources are encountered during
construction, necessary discovery measures will include (1) shutting down
construction activities in the immediate area of afind; (2) notifying the Y uba
City Cultural Resources Manager and the lead federal agency; (3) continuing
work cessation for areasonable period of time to allow professional evaluation of
finds, as determined by and in consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer; and (4) providing time and funding for professiona recovery and
analysis of significant archaeological and historical finds (36 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 800.11).

If any prehistoric sites are discovered during construction or during further
inventory efforts, the Native American Heritage Commission will be consulted
prior to any archeologica testing of such sites. Discoveries of human remains
and associated artifacts during construction will be handled according to the
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provisions of the California Health and Safety Code, Section 7052, and the
California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.99 (i.e., construction activities
will cease until the Sutter County coroner is notified, and if remains are Native
American, the Native American Heritage Commission will also be notified so
that the most likely descendants of the remains might be identified). It should be
emphasized that California statutes apply to any human remains, regardless of
whether the archaeological site is severely disturbed.

Transportation

Environmental Commitment TRN-1: Traffic Control Plan

The City will develop and implement atraffic control plan to reduce
construction-related effects on the local roadway system and avoid hazardous
traffic and circulation patterns during the construction period. The traffic control
plan will include an emergency access plan. All construction activities will
follow the standard construction specifications and procedures of the appropriate
jurisdictions.

Thetraffic control plan will include, but not be limited to, the following actions:

m  Coordinating with the affected jurisdictions on construction hours of
operation;

m  Following guidelines of the local jurisdiction for road closures caused by
construction activities;

m  Asnecessary, installing traffic control devices as specified in the Cdifornia
Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) Manual of Traffic Controls for
Construction and Maintenance Works Zones (California Department of
Transportation 1996);

m  Notifying the public of road closuresin the immediate vicinity of the
construction zone and/or temporary closures of bike lanes and recreation
trails,

m  Providing access to driveways and private roads outside the immediate
construction zone;

m  Monitoring road and bike lane damage, repairing roads and bike lanes
damaged during construction, or providing compensation for damage to
roadways and bikeways, and

m  Coordinating with emergency service providers before construction to
develop an emergency access plan for emergency vehicle accessinto and
adjacent to the construction zone. The emergency access plan will require
effective traffic direction, substantially reducing the potential for disruptions
to response routes.
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Water Quality

Environmental Commitment HWQ-1: Prepare a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

To address potential water quality impacts during construction, the City or its
contractor will prepare a stormwater pollution and prevention plan (SWPPP)
acceptable to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The
construction contractor hired by the City will be responsible for implementing
the BMPsidentified in the plan as well as daily monitoring and weekly reporting
on the effectiveness of the measures. To minimize the mobilization of sediment
to adjacent water bodies, the following BMPs will be included in the SWPPP,
which will be included in the construction specifications and the project
performance specifications based on standard City measures and standard dust-
reduction measures:

m  Cover or apply nontoxic soil stabilizersto inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas that have been inactive for 10 days or more) that
could contribute sediment to waterways;

m  Enclose and cover exposed stockpiles of dirt or other loose granular
construction materials that could contribute sediment to waterways,

m  Control and contain soil, and filter runoff from disturbed areas. Thiswill be
done by using berms, silt fencing, straw bales or wattles, plastic sheeting or
geofabric, silt/sediment traps and catch basins, silt fencing, sand bag dikes,
temporary vegetation or other groundcover, or other means necessary to
prevent the escape of sediment from the disturbed area, and

m  Ensure that no earth or organic material shall be deposited or placed where it
may be carried directly into a stream, marsh, slough, lagoon, or body of
standing water.

Final selection of BMPs will be subject to review by the City. The City will
verify that a notice of intent (NOI) and a SWPPP have been filed before allowing
construction to begin. The City or its agent shall perform routine inspections of
the construction areato verify that the BMPs specified in the SWPPP are
properly implemented and maintained. The City will notify contractors
immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and will require compliance.

Environmental Commitment HWQ-2: Obtain General
Dewatering Permit and Follow Dewatering Provisions

Dewatering of the project areain the Feather River will likely require a General
Dewatering Permit issued by the RWQCB. The RWQCB has aso adopted a
Genera Order for Dewatering and Other Low-Threat Discharges to Surface
Waters (General Dewatering Permit). To obtain coverage, the City will submit
an NOI and a pollution prevention and monitoring program (PPMP). The PPMP
must include a description of the discharge location, discharge characteristics,
primary pollutants, receiving water, treatment systems, spill prevention plans,
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and other measures necessary to comply with discharge limits. A representative
sampling and analysis program will be prepared as part of the PPMP and
implemented by the applicant, along with record keeping and quarterly reporting
requirements during dewatering activities.

Hazardous Materials

Environmental Commitment HAZ-1: Prepare a Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasure Plan

The City will minimize the potential for a hazardous materials release into the
proposed project area by preparing or requiring the construction contractor to
prepare a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) prior to
the start of construction. The SPCCP will require approval from the State Water
Board prior to implementation of the proposed project and require trained staff
who are familiar with implementation of the plan requirementsin case of a spill.
With the implementation of the plan, the City will anticipate aless-than-
significant impact from the accidental rel ease of hazardous materials.
Additionally, the SPCCP will require gas-powered generators a minimum of

100 feet from water sources to minimize the potentia for spillsinto the Feather
River. The SPCCP will be completed before any construction activities begin,
and the City will review and approve the SPCCP before the onset of construction
activities. The City will routinely inspect the construction areato verify that the
measures specified in the SPCCP are properly implemented and maintained. The
City will notify its contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and
will require compliance.

The federal reportable spill quantity for petroleum products, as defined in
40 CFR 110, isany oil spill that

m  violates applicable water quality standards;

m causesafilm or sheen on, or discoloration of, the water surface or adjoining
shoreline; or

m causes asludge or emulsion to be deposited beneath the surface of the water
or adjoining shorelines.

If aspill isreportable, the contractor’ s superintendent will notify the City, and
the City will take action to contact the appropriate safety and cleanup crews to
ensure that the SPCCP is followed.

A written description of reportable rel eases must be submitted to the Central
Valley RWQCB. Thissubmittal must contain a description of the release,
including the type of material and an estimate of the amount spilled; the date of
the release; an explanation of why the spill occurred; and a description of the
steps taken to prevent and control future releases. The releases shall be
documented on a spill report form.

If an appreciable spill has occurred and results determine that project activities
have adversdly affected surface water or groundwater quality, a detailed analysis
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shall be performed to identify the likely cause of contamination, and
recommendations shall be made for reducing or eliminating the source or
mechanisms of contamination. Based on this analysis, the City and its
contractors will select and implement measures to control contamination, with a
performance standard that surface water and/or groundwater quality must be
returned to baseline conditions. These measures will be subject to approval by
the City.

Implementation of measures to avoid or minimize the effects of increased
sediment input will also avoid and minimize increased input of pollutants
associated with sediments (e.g., mercury) and the potential for subsequent effects
on biological and human resources.

Environmental Training

Environmental Commitment ENV-1: Conduct an
Environmental Training Program for Project Personnel

The City will inform field management and construction personnel of the need to
avoid and protect resources. Communication effortswill occur at
preconstruction meetings so that construction personnel are aware of their
responsibilities and the importance of compliance.

Construction personnel will be educated on the types of sensitive resources
located in the project area and the measures required to avoid impacts on these
resources. They will attend an environmental training program before
groundbreaking activities associated with the proposed project are initiated.
Materials covered in the training program will include environmental rules and
regulations for the proposed project and requirements for limiting activities to the
construction right-of -way/footprint and avoiding demarcated sensitive resources
areas.

Training seminars will be held to educate construction supervisors and managers
on

m the need for resource avoidance and protection,

m construction drawing format and interpretation,

m  staking methods to protect resources,

m the construction process,

m rolesand responsihilities,

m  project management structure and contacts,

m environmental commitments, and

m  emergency procedures.
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Monitoring

The proposed project would require several types of monitoring related to ASIP
conservation measures. The City and Reclamation are responsible for
implementing the project’ s ASIP monitoring plan, described below. The primary
purposes of this monitoring are to

m  identify the occurrences of ASIP-covered species and ASIP-covered species
habitat under pre-project conditions,

m  ensure that ASIP-covered species are not affected by construction,

m  document the implementation and effectiveness of ASIP conservation
measures, and

m  collect data needed to support development and implementation of more
effective ASIP conservation measures.

Monitoring the implementation and effectiveness of conservation measures will
be required as part of the environmental commitments. Monitoring assesses
consistency with the terms and conditions of the project’s permits. The types of
compliance monitoring are described in the following sections.

Preconstruction Surveys

Preconstruction surveys would be conducted before implementation of ASIP-
covered activities and project conservation measures that have footprint impacts.
The City and Reclamation would be responsible for implementing conservation
measures related to performing preconstruction surveys in and adjacent to the
footprint of covered activities and project conservation measures to determine
whether covered species are, or could be, present and affected. The purpose of
preconstruction surveysis to avoid or minimize construction-related impacts on
covered species. All preconstruction monitoring would be conducted by
qualified biologists.

Survey results would be used to determine site-specific project conservation
measures that would need to be implemented to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts on ASIP-covered species and natural communities. For example,
preconstruction surveys for Swainson’s hawk (i.e., Mitigation Measure
SWHA 1—Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to Locate Swainson’s Hawk Nest
Sites) would be used to determine whether nesting or roosting Swainson’ s hawks
occur in or adjacent to the project footprint. If they are present, the other
mitigation measures relate to Swainson’s hawk (i.e., Mitigation Measure
SWHA 2—Muinimize Construction-Rel ated Disturbances within 0.5 Mile of
Active Nest Sites, Mitigation Measure SWHA3-Avoid Removal of Occupied
Nest Sites; Mitigation Measure SWHA4—Replace Lost Foraging and Nesting
Habitat) would be implemented. If Swainson’s hawk nests are not observed
during preconstruction surveys, the additional conservation measures listed
above would not need to be implemented.
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Preconstruction survey methods, including survey timing, for each covered
species are described in Chapter 3. Additional detailed preconstruction survey
protocol would be devel oped, as appropriate, through coordination with the
USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and DFG.

Construction Monitoring

Construction monitoring would be conducted to monitor implementation of
ASIP-covered activities and project conservation measures that have footprint
impacts and ensure that the applicable avoi dance and minimization conservation
measures identified in this ASIP, and during preconstruction surveys, are
implemented. Construction monitoring would be required if results of
preconstruction surveys indicate that covered species could be affected by
covered activities or implementation of project conservation measures.

The implementation of ASIP-covered activities and project environmental
commitments would be monitored to ensure that measures required to avoid and
minimize impacts on covered species are appropriately implemented.
Construction monitoring of natural communitiesis not proposed under this ASIP.

All construction monitoring would be conducted by qualified biologists. These
construction monitors would document and ensure that the responsible entity
implements the required avoidance and minimization measures (e.g., protection
fencing isingalled around sensitive habitats to be protected).

Performance Monitoring

Performance monitoring would be conducted for habitat created specifically for
ASIP-covered species (e.g., riparian habitat) to confirm development of intended
ecological functions and values. Information collected through performance
monitoring would be used to determine whether changed circumstances exist and
the need for implementing remedial measures. In addition, performance
monitoring would provide information that may help improve enhancement,
creation, and restoration techniques.

Performance indicators are the variables that would be quantitatively measured
over time to determine whether enhanced, created, or restored habitats have
successfully met the project’ s biological goals and objectives. Success criteria
established for each performance indicator would be the minimum requirements
needed to achieve biological goals and objectives. Achieving the success criteria
would indicate that the mitigation measures have successfully replaced the
functions and values of the natural communities affected by covered activities.
Remedial measures must be implemented if the success criteria are not achieved
within the performance period indicated for each applicable conservation
measure.
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Performance monitoring would be conducted by qualified biologists and
ecologists. Detailed monitoring protocol would be developed through
coordination with USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and DFG.

Reporting

The City and Reclamation would prepare quarterly monitoring reports. The
guarterly monitoring reports would summarize the previous quarter’ s monitoring
results and be completed 4 weeks following the end of the quarter. Reports
would be submitted to the California Bay-Delta Authority (CBDA) and the
resource agencies.

Monitoring reports will include the following:

m A description of ASIP-covered activities implemented during the reporting
period;

m A description of habitat protection, enhancement, and restoration
conservation measures implemented during the reporting period;

m A year-to-date summary of impacts of ASIP-covered activities and
conservation measures on covered species and natural communities;

m A description of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation conservation
measures implemented to address impacts of ASIP-covered activities and
conservation measures,

m A description of performance monitoring undertaken during the reporting
period, an analysis of monitoring results, and a description of remedia
actions undertaken during the reporting period;

m  An assessment of the efficacy of the monitoring program and recommended
changes to the program, based on interpretation of monitoring results and
research findings;

m  Anassessment of the efficacy of habitat enhancement and restoration
methods in achieving performance objectives and recommended changes to
improve the efficacy of enhancement and restoration methods;

m  An assessment of the appropriateness of performance indicators and
objectives, based on results of performance monitoring, and recommended
changes to performance indicators and objectives; and

m  Recommendations for modifying and improving the efficacy of conservation
measures.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
Final Environmental Assessment 2-19



City of Yuba City Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives

Integrating Monitoring Results into the CALFED
Monitoring Program

Monitoring of project conservation measures would be devel oped through
coordination with the City, Reclamation, USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and DFG.
Monitoring results would be reported back to CBDA for tracking compliance of
CALFED projectswith ESA, the Cdifornia ESA, and the Natural Community
Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA). Monitoring results would also provide
information to improve habitat restoration and protection methods for other
CALFED projects.

No-Project Alternative

The No-Project Alternative includes leaving the existing unscreened intake
structure in place on the Feather River and continuing existing operations. The
capacities of both the intake structure and the LLPS would continue to be

30 mgd. The No-Project Alternative also represents a baseline condition for
purposes of determining the impacts of the proposed project.

Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

Alternative Locations

Alternative locations were considered but determined to not reduce the level of
impacts when compared to the proposed project, and were eliminated from
further analysis. The proposed location, which is the location of the existing
intake, has several advantages when compared to aternative locations. Itis
highly disturbed (rip rapped streambank with very little riparian vegetation) and
construction at aternative locations would have greater impacts on sensitive
resources. Additionally, the existing location is served by the LLPS and the
pipeineto the WTP. Constructing an intake at an aternative location would
require demolition of the existing LLPS, construction of anew LLPS, and
construction of a new pipeline to connect anew LLPS with the WTP.

Additionally, the north/south access road, which runs parallel to Feather River
just south of the existing intake, was considered as an aternative access route to
the proposed location. However, after a survey of the area, it was determined
that using that road to access the intake site would have impacts on VELB
habitat.

Alternative Capacity

Alternative capacities, both smaller and larger, were considered but determined
to beinfeasible and were eliminated from further analysis. A smaller capacity
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would not meet one of the project’ stwo primary purposes. 48 mgd capacity to
provide needed water supply (as described in Chapter 1). Asaresult, asmaller
capacity intake was eliminated from detailed analysis. A larger capacity intake
would likely have dlightly greater environmental impacts and the added capacity
would not be needed for the foreseeable future. Asaresult, alarger capacity
intake was eliminated from detailed analysis.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen

September 2010
Final Environmental Assessment 2-21



Chapter 3
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

Introduction

This chapter describes the environmental consequences of implementing the
alternatives and identifies applicable mitigation measures. For each resource,
construction and operational activities that could cause adverse environmental
impacts directly or indirectly are identified. The CEQA Initia Study Checklistis
included as Appendix A.

Land Use and Agriculture

Affected Environment

Much of Yuba City’s land use pattern can be traced to its evolution as a primary
service center within alarge agricultural areafocused on downtown Y uba City
and the intersection of State Route (SR) 20 (Colusa Avenue) and SR 99 as
employment cores. Much of the residential development in Y uba City islow-
density single-family housing and much of the commercial development is retail-
related. Of the 13,000 acres within the current urban growth boundary,
approximately 42% is currently used for agriculture and 31% isresidential (Dyett
& Bhatia 2004).

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the state and local policies and regulations relevant to the
analysis of land use and agriculture issuesin the project area. No federa

regul ations pertaining to land use and agriculture are applicabl e to the proposed
project.
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State Regulations

California Land Conservation Act of 1965

The CaliforniaLand Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act) helps preserve
agricultural and open space lands by discouraging conversion to urban uses. The
act creates an arrangement whereby private landowners enter into a 10-year
contract with counties and citiesto maintain their land in agricultural and
compatible open-space uses in exchange for areduction in property taxes. The
contract is renewed automatically unless the owner files a notice of non-renewal.

Local Regulations

Yuba City General Plan

The Land Use Element of the Y uba City General Plan (Dyett & Bhatia 2004)
constitutes the framework for land use planning in the City to the year 2025. The
Environmental Conservation Element addresses issues relating specifically to
agricultural conservation in Y uba City. Guiding and implementing policies that
may be applicable to the proposed project include the following:

Guiding Policy

8.2-G-1 Promote preservation of agriculture outside of the urban growth
area.

Implementing Policies

3.4-1-4 Support the County’ s efforts to maintain viable agricultural uses
surrounding the City in areas outside the proposed Urban Growth
Boundary.

8.2-1-1 Work with the County to preserve agricultural usesin areas outside
the Urban Growth Boundary and within greenbelts established around the
exterior of the UGB.

The Yuba-Sutter Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat
Conservation Plan

The Y uba-Sutter Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation
Plan (NCCP/HCP), currently under development, is a cooperative planning effort
initiated by Y uba and Sutter counties to address the impacts of regional proposed
transportation projects (Highways 99 and 70) and any resulting development in
the surrounding area. The purpose of the Y uba-Sutter NCCP/HCP isto provide a
way to continue economic growth and community development; retain the
economic vitality of the area’ s agricultural community; maintain public uses of
open space; smplify and expedite land use and conservation planning in the plan
area; protect threatened and endangered species; and preserve plant and wildlife
communities.
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Environmental Setting

The project areais adjacent to the Feather River on the eastern edge of the City,
and the surrounding upland supports awalnut orchard. The Y uba City General
Plan (Dyett & Bhatia 2004) designates land use in the immediate project area as
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, and adjacent land uses are designated as
Agricultura/Rural, and are in the Feather River floodplain. The Y uba City
Genera Plan Land Use Element describes the land use designations as follows:

m  Parks, Recreation, and Open Space. This classfication isfor improved
and unimproved park facilities, including neighborhood, community, and
regiona parks; golf courses; and private recreational facilities.

m  Agricultural/Rural. Thisclassification refersto arange of agricultural,
rural and open space uses, including field and row crops, orchards, and
agricultural support services. Residential units do exist, typically asa
secondary use.

Theimmediate project areais currently used for the LLPS and the intake
structure. Land uses to the west of the project area are agriculture and open
space. The Feather River borders the project site on the east. No Habitat
Conservation Plans (HCPs) or Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs)
have jurisdiction over the project area, although the Y uba-Sutter Natural
Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan(NCCP/HCP) is being
devel oped and the most recent Science Advisors Report for that effort has
recommended that the plan include the Y uba City area (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).
The nearest residences are 0.5 mile away to the west of the project site on the
landside of the levee.

No land in the project areaiis under Williamson Act contracts. However, the
project areais classified as Unique Farmland according to the Cdlifornia
Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mitigation and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) (City of Y uba City 2005).

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of aland use or agricultural impact
are based on the CEQA Guiddlines, which require that impacts be evaluated
based on thresholds of significance. These criteria are described below.

An aternative is considered to have a significant impact on land useif it would:
m physicaly divide an established community or

m  conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, loca coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or conflict
with applicable HCPs or NCCPs.
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An dternative is considered to have a significant impact on agricultureif it
would:

m convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide
importance to nonagricultural use;

m  conflict with existing Williamson Act contracts or zoning for agricultural
use; or

m involve other changesin the existing environment that, because of their
location or nature, could individually or cumulatively result in loss of
farmland to nonagricultural use.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in impacts on land use or agriculture
because there would be no change from the existing condition.

Proposed Project

The proposed project would not result in changes in agriculture or conflict with
zoning for agricultural use or existing Williamson Act contract. Additionally, the
proposed project would not conflict with an established HCP, NCCP, or other
habitat conservation plan, or the Y uba-Sutter NCCP/HCP under devel opment.
There are no established communitiesin the project area, but as described above,
Y uba City is directly west. Although the project areais on land classified as
Unique Farmland according to the FMM P, implementation of the proposed
project would not result in the conversion of farmland because the project areais
not cropped. Additionaly, there would be no net change in farmland because the
current intake structure would be removed and the area there would be restored;
therefore, there would be no impact on farmland in the project area.

Impact LU-1: Conflict with Land Use Designation at
Intake Location (Less than Significant)

Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with land use
designations in and around the intake site. The small footprint of the intake
would convert some open space areato industrial use, but would not affect the
general land use designation in the vicinity and would be compatible with the
existing use in theimmediate area. Additionally, the current intake structure
would be removed and there would be no net change in land use. Assuch, this
impact would be less than significant.
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Impact LU-2: Indirect Impacts on Land Use as a Result of
Increased Diversions

The proposed project would remove an obstacle to growth (discussed in more
detail below) and therefore could result in indirect impacts related to changesin
land use. The potential changes in land use have been described in the Y uba City
Genera Plan (Dyett & Bhatia 2004), adopted April 2004, and evaluated in the

Y uba City General Plan EIR (Dyett & Bhatia 2003). These land use changes are
primarily a conversion from agricultural usesto residential and commercial uses.
The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) identified in the General Plan isthe
boundary of potential changesin land use related to the proposed project because
water would not be delivered outside this area.

CEQA mandates that projects which are consistent with the devel opment
density established for existing zoning, community plan, or general plan
policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional
environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether
there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project
or its site. (Section 15183 CEQA Guidelines)

The indirect land use changes associated with the proposed project, including the
conversion of agricultural land, would be consistent with the Genera Plan and
were disclosed in the General Plan EIR. Because the project proposed would
have no additional indirect impacts on land use, no further analysisis necessary
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).

Cumulative Impacts

For purposes of evaluating cumulative impacts as required by CEQA, the
proposed project combined with other projects could result in indirect effects on
land use as aresult of potential growth as aresult of increased water supply and
other utilities and infrastructure within the City’s planning area. Such changes
can also result in the conversion of agricultural land to developed areas. These
changesin land use have been incorporated into the City’ s General Plan and have
been evaluated in the General Plan EIR. As described above, the proposed
project would have no additional impacts on land use, and no further analysisis
necessary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action is limited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. As
such, the only land use impact relate to the federal action isthe change in land
use at the intake location. As described above, thisimpact isless than
significant, and no other projects are expected to occur in the same area that
would affect the land use. There would be no cumulative impact for purposes of
NEPA evaluation.
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Utilities and Public Services

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the local policies and regulations relevant to the analysis
of utilitiesand public services issuesin the project area. No federal or state
regulations pertaining to utilities and public services are applicable to the
proposed project.

Local Regulations

Yuba City General Plan

The Y uba City General Plan presents its policies regarding utilities and public
servicesin the Public Utilities and Noise and Safety elements (Dyett & Bhatia
2004). Goalsand policiesthat may influence the proposed project include the
following:

Guiding Policies

7.1-G-1 Ensure that an adequate supply of water is available to serve
existing and future needs of the City.

7.1-G-2 Ensure that necessary water supply infrastructure and storage
facilitiesarein place prior to construction of new development.

7.1-G-3 Maintain existing levels of water service by preserving and
improving infrastructure, replacing water mains as necessary, and
improving water transmission facilities.

Implementing Policies

7.1-1-1 Evaluate the adequacy of water infrastructure in areas where
intensification of land use is anticipated to occur, and develop a strategy to
implement projects in the Water Supply Master Plan to offset deficiencies
in capacity.

7.1-1-2 Coordinate capital improvements planning for all municipal water
service infrastructure with the direction, extent, and timing of growth.

9.4-1-4 Require adequate access for emergency vehicles, including adequate
street width and vertical clearance on new streets.

Environmental Setting

Power

Power in the project areais supplied by The Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E). The LLPSisthe primary consumer of power for diversion of water.
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Current average monthly power use is 133,493 kilowatt-hours (kW-hrs). The
LLPS supplies raw water supply to the City’s Tierra BuenaWTP, which is also
powered by PG&E.

Water Treatment

The Yuba City Wastewater Treatment Facility currently treats an average of
6 mgd with most househol ds contributing, on average, 330 gallons per day to the
wastewater system. The City is permitted to treat 30 mgd of water.

Emergency Services

Police

Law enforcement in the project areais provided by the Y uba City Police
Department. The Y uba City Police Department offers a service ratio of

1.06 officers per 1,000 residents. The Department has a Chief of Police, two
division commanders, three lieutenants, eight police sergeants, and 31 police
officers. The Department has Field Operations and Investigations divisions.

Fire and Emergency Medical Service

The Yuba City Fire Department provides fire protection and emergency medical
services for the City and has five stations (Stations 1,2,3,4, and 7) within the city
limits. The Y uba City Fire Department responds to structural and wildland fires,
pre-hospital emergency medical service, and hazardous/toxic material spillsin
the Y uba City planning area. Stations 1 and 4 are staffed with three full-time
firefighters and Stations 2, 3, and 7 are staffed with two full time firefighters

24 hours aday. The closest station to the proposed project areais Station 2.

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of an impact on utilities and public
services are based on the CEQA Guidelines, which require that impacts be
evaluated based on thresholds of significance. For the purposes of thisanaysis,
an alternative is considered to have a significant impact on utilities and public
servicesif it would:

m  exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB;

m requireor result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects;

m requireor result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects;

m  require new or expanded water entitlements to serve the project;
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m result in determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves the
project or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to
serve the project’ s projected demand in addition to the provider’ s existing
commitments;

m  comply with federa, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste;

m  be served by alandfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’ s solid waste disposal needs;

m result in new or physically atered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for
fire and police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities; or

m result inincreased demand for existing emergency services beyond their
current capacity.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, parts of the city would continueto rely on
groundwater supplies, and the amount of surface water supplies would not
change. As such, water supply and reliability may not meet current and future
demands. Other utilities such as power and services such as police and fire
would not change.

Proposed Project

The water rights and entitlements already held by the City are sufficient for the
additional demand proposed by the project. Wastewater and solid waste
generation would be minimal and would not exceed the capacity of local
resources.

Impact UTL-1: Increase in Power Consumption

As described above, the primary consumer of power related to diversion
operationsisthe LLPS. The increased diversion amount would result in an
average increase in power consumption of 150,000 kW-hrs annually. This
increase could be supported by existing supply generated by PG& E and existing
transmission lines currently serving the LLPS. As such, thisimpact islessthan
significant.
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Impact UTL-2: Increase in Water Treatment Demand

The proposed project is being pursued in part to address the conditions in the
permit to expand the WTP to treat 30 mgd. However, the increased diversion
capacity would be 48 mgd, and the City intends to expand the treatment plant to
meet the 48-mgd demand. Although the WTP expansion to treat 48 mgd is not
currently planned and will be pursued only based on demand, without the
proposed project, it would not be implemented. However, any change in water
treatment demand beyond current capacity is not likely to occur in the near term.
Over the long term, water treatment demand may exceed the current capacity.
The impacts of expanding the WTP to meet that demand would be analyzed in
the project-specific CEQA documentation if and when it occurs. The proposed
project would have aless-than-significant impact on water trestment demand.

Impact UTL-3: Increased Demand on Emergency Services

Implementation of the proposed project would not have any direct impacts on
emergency services. However, the increased water supply may contribute to
decisions to devel op consistent with the Y uba City Genera Plan, which could
increase the demand for emergency services. Any new devel opment that would
occur would be within the urban growth boundary and would need to account for
any increase in emergency services demand. As such, thisimpact isless than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project combined with past, present, and future projects would
result in acumulative impact on utilities and public servicesin Yuba City. The
overall increase in the demand for public servicesisincluded in the Y uba City
Genera Plan, and its EIR evaluates and mitigates the potential cumulative
impact. As described above, the proposed project would have no additional
impacts on utilities and services, and no further analysisis necessary (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action islimited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. The
screen would not require a substantial increase in energy use or result in changes
in utilities or services. This cumulative impact would be less than significant for
purposes of NEPA evaluation.
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Traffic and Circulation

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the state and local policies and regulations relevant to the
analysis of traffic and circulation issuesin the project area. No federa
regulations pertaining to traffic and circulation are applicable to the proposed
project.

State Regulations

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for planning,
designing, building, operating and maintaining the state' s highway system. SR 20
is part of the state highway system maintained by Caltrans. The project siteis
located in Caltrans Didtrict 3, headquartered in Marysville. Any construction
work that may affect Caltrans’ facilities would require an encroachment permit
from Caltrans.

Local Regulations

Yuba City General Plan
The Yuba City General Plan presents its policies regarding transportation in the
Transportation Element (Dyett & Bhatia 2004). Goals and policies that may
influence the proposed project include the following:

Guiding Policies

Circulation and Street System

5.2-G-1 Promote safe and efficient vehicle circulation.

Traffic Level of Service

5.2-G-5 Maintain acceptable levels of service and ensure that future
development and the circulation system are in balance.

Implementing Policies

Circulation and Street System

5.2-1-11 Maintain the street network through a regular maintenance
program, repave streets on aregular basis, and require that any pavement
that has been damaged or dug up be returned to its original condition, with
no bumps or ruts.

Traffic Level of Service

5.2-1-12 Develop and manage the roadway system to obtain LOS D or
better for all major roadways and intersections in the City. This policy does
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not extend to residential streets (i.e., streets with direct driveway access to
homes) or bridges across the Feather River nor does the policy apply to
state highways and their intersections, where Caltrans policies apply.
Exceptions to LOS D policy may be allowed by the City Council in areas,
such as downtown, where allowing alower LOS would result in clear
public benefits. Specific exceptions granted by the Council shall be added
to thelist of exceptions below:

m SR 20 (SR 99 to Feather River Bridge) — LOS F is acceptable;
m SR 20 (Feather River Bridge) — LOS F is acceptable;
m  Bridge Street (Twin Cities Bridge) — LOS F is acceptable; and

m Lincoln Road (New Bridge across the Feather River) —LOSF is
acceptable.

No new development will be approved unlessit can be shown that required
level of service can be maintained on the affected roadways.

Environmental Setting

During construction, access to the project site would be via 10th Street Bridge
(SR 20), south of the project site. Construction vehicles would exit SR 20 onto
Sumner Street and then proceed northwest on the levee road to the existing
access road (Figure 2-2). Roadsin the project area are not commonly used for
emergency access as no residences are in the immediate area; however, an
industrial areaislocated next to the intersection of Sumner Street and the levee
road. Thereisno commercial boat traffic on the reach of the Feather River
associated with the proposed project.

As described in the City’s Genera Plan EIR (Dyett & Bhatia 2003), roadways
near the project areathat would be used for construction transportation are
operating at acceptable levels of service (LOS), with A being the best service and
F being the worst service. Typicaly LOS in the area of Live Oak Boulevard and
North Gate Drive were LOS B, which the General Plan EIR identified as
potentially being degraded at full Genera Plan buildout to LOS C, which were
still deemed acceptable according to General Plan policies. Roadwaysin the
project areaare largely for low-volume vehicle use.

Theclosest airport is the Sutter County Airport, located approximately 2 miles
south of the proposed project area. It isavery small facility serving the public
with one runway.

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of an impact on traffic and
circulation are based on the CEQA Guidelines, which require that impacts be
evaluated based on thresholds of significance. For the purposes of thisanaysis,
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an alternative is considered to have a significant impact on traffic and circulation
servicesif it would:

m cause asubstantial increasein traffic relative to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system;

m substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);

m  result in inadequate parking capacity;
m result in inadequate emergency access; or

m  conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks).

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not result in any changesin
traffic. Assuch, there would be no impact.

Proposed Project

There would be no impacts on the airport. As such, the impact anaysis focuses
on changesin traffic.

Occasiona maintenance and patrolling of the proposed intake structure and
existing LLPS would be the same as that currently conducted for the existing
intake. As such, there would be no operation-related change in traffic and no
impact.

Impact TRF-1: Construction-Related Increase in Traffic

During construction periods, the proposed project would generate up to 10 truck
trips per day to the project site. Construction vehicles and equipment include an
excavator, backhoe, dump trucks, concrete mixer truck, crane, roller, compactor,
and impact and vibratory pile drivers. These materialslikely would be
transported to the project construction area from urban parts of Y uba City,
immediately west of the proposed project.

The construction staging area would be located immediately northwest of the
LLPS and would occupy approximately 0.07 acre. Construction equipment
staging associated with the project would be temporary and would not affect
parking. LOS on local roadways are not expected to be degraded substantially by
the small number of construction vehicles using these roadways.
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Large vehicles (e.g., dump trucks) would be accessing the project area during
construction, creating potential safety hazards on surrounding roadways and
potentially interfering with emergency vehicle access. These safety hazards
likely would occur only when construction vehicles are accessing or leaving the
project site. However, as part of the environmental commitments described in
Chapter 2, aTraffic Control Plan would be implemented to minimize the
potential for road hazards and maintain access for emergency services.
Incorporation of this environmental commitment would ensure that there would
be no substantial adverse effects on roadway capacity.

The City would ensure that all workers are properly trained to operate equipment,
and safety precautions would be followed at all times. Proper signage and
detours would be provided while vehicles are accessing and leaving the site.
Additionally, large construction equipment would be left on site to reduce trips to
and from the construction site. Thisimpact would be temporary, and measures
implemented as part of the Traffic Control Plan would ensure that this impact
would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Existing and future projects that could occur at the same time as construction of
the proposed project could result in acumulative impact on traffic. The roads
that would be used to access the new diversion location currently are operating at
acceptable levels and could be temporarily affected by the proposed project and
other projects. The proposed project also includes implementation of a Traffic
Control Plan. Asdescribed above, the proposed project would have no additional
impacts on traffic, and no further analysisis necessary (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183 (b) through (d).

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action is limited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. As
such, the only traffic impact related to the federa action is the temporary and
minor change in traffic during construction of the screen. Cumulative impacts
would be less than significant for purposes of NEPA evaluation.

Air Quality and Climate Change

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal, state, and local policies and regulations
relevant to the analysis of air quality issuesin the project area.
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Federal Regulations

Federal Clean Air Act

Thefederal Clean Air Act (CAA), promulgated in 1970 and amended twice
thereafter (including the 1990 amendment), establishes the framework for
modern air pollution control. The act directs the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) to establish ambient air standards for six pollutants: ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), lead, nitrogen dioxide (NO,), particul ate matter, and sulfur
dioxide (SO,). The standards are divided into primary and secondary standards;
the former are set to protect human health within an adequate margin of safety
and the latter to protect environmental values, such as plant and animal life.

The primary legidation that governs federal air quality regulationsis the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA). The CAAA delegates primary
responsibility for clean air to the EPA. The EPA develops rules and regulations
to preserve and improve air quality, as well as delegating specific responsibilities
to state and local agencies.

Federal Conformity Requirements

The CAAA requiresthat all federally funded projects come from aplan or
program that conforms to the appropriate State | mplementation Plan (SIP).
Federal actions are subject to either the transportation conformity rule (40 CFR
51[T]), which appliesto federa highway or transit projects, or the general
conformity rule.

The purpose of the general conformity ruleisto ensure that federal projects
conform to applicable SIPs, so that they do not interfere with strategies employed
to attain the Nationa Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Therule
appliesto federa projectsin areas designated as nonattainment areas for any of
the six criteria pollutants and in some areas designated as maintenance aress.
Therule appliesto al federa projects except:

m  programs specifically included in atransportation plan or program that is
found to conform under the federal transportation conformity rule,

m projects with associated emissions below specified de minimis threshold
levels, and

m certain other projectsthat are exempt or presumed to conform.

A general conformity determination would be required if a proposed action’s
total direct and indirect emissions fail to meet the following two conditions:

m  emissionsfor each affected pollutant for which the region is classified as a
maintenance or nonattainment area for the nationa standards are bel ow the
de minimislevelsindicated in Tables 3-1 and 3-2, and

m  emissionsfor each affected pollutant for which the region is classified as a
maintenance or nonattainment area for the national standards are regionally
insignificant (total emissions are less than 10% of the area stotal emissions
inventory for that pollutant). Emissions inventory data were obtained from
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the California Air Resources Board' s (ARB'’s) Emissions Inventory database
(Cdifornia Air Resources Board 2009)

If the two conditions above are not met, agenera conformity determination must
be performed to demonstrate that total direct and indirect emissionsfor each
affected pollutant for which the region is classified as a maintenance or
nonattainment area for the national standards would conform to the applicable
SIP.

If the above two conditions are met, the requirements for general conformity do
not apply, as the proposed action is presumed to conform to the applicable SIP
for each affected pollutant, and no further analysis or determination is required.

Table 3-1. Federal de Minimis Threshold Levels for Criteria Pollutants in Nonattainment Areas

Emission Rate

Pollutant (Tons per Year)
Ozone (ROG/VOC or NOy)

Serious nonattainment areas 50

Severe nonattainment areas 25

Extreme nonattainment areas 10

Other ozone nonattainment areas outside an ozone transport region® 100

Other 0zone nonattainment areas inside an ozone transport region*
ROG/VOC 50
NOx 100
CO: All nonattainment areas 100
SO, or NO,: All nonattainment areas 100
PM 10

M oder ate nonattainment ar eas 100

Serious nonattainment areas 70
PM2.5

Direct emissions 100

SO, 100

NOy (unless determined not to be a significant precursor) 100

ROG/VOC or ammonia (if determined to be significant precursors) 100

Pb: All nonattainment areas 25

Source: 40 CFR 51.853.

Notes: de minimisthreshold levels for conformity analysis.

Bolded text indicates pollutants for which the region is in non-attainment, and a conformity determination must be
made.

1 Ozone Transport Region is comprised of the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Y ork, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, the Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Areathat includes the District of Columbia and northern Virginia (Section 184 of the Clean Air Act).

ROG = reactiveorganic gas CcoO = carbon monoxide

VOC = volatleorganiccarbon PM25 = particulate matter 2.5 micronsin diameter or smaller

NO, = oxidesof nitrogen PM10 = particulate matter 10 micronsin diameter or smaller

SO, = sulfurdioxide Pb = lead
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Table 3-2. Federal de Minimis Threshold Levels for Criteria Pollutants in Maintenance Areas

Emission Rate

Pollutant (Tons per Year)
Ozone (NOy, SO, or NO,)
All maintenance areas 100
Ozone (ROG/VOC)
Maintenance areas inside an ozone transport region® 50
Maintenance areas outside an ozone transport region® 100
CO: All maintenance areas 100
PM10: All maintenance areas 100
PM2.5
Direct emissions 100
SO, 100
NOy (unless determined not to be a significant precursor) 100
ROG/VOC or ammonia (if determined to be significant precursors) 100
Pb: All maintenance areas 25

Source: 40 CFR 51.853.

Notes: de minimisthreshold levels for conformity analysis.

Bolded text indicates pollutants for which the region is in non-attainment, and a conformity determination must be

made.

1 Ozone Transport Region is comprised of the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Y ork, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, the Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Areathat includes the District of Columbia and northern Virginia (Section 184 of the Clean Air Act).

ROG = reactiveorganic gas CcoO = carbon monoxide

VOC = volatleorganiccarbon PM25 = particulate matter 2.5 micronsin diameter or smaller
NOx = oxidesof nitrogen PM10 = particulate matter 10 micronsin diameter or smaller
SO2 = sulfurdioxide Pb = lead

State Regulations

Responsibility for achieving California s standards, which are more stringent
than federa standards, is placed on the ARB and local air districts and isto be
achieved through district-level air quality management plans that will be
incorporated into the SIP. In California, the EPA has delegated authority for
preparing SIPs to the ARB, which, in turn, has delegated that authority to air
districts.

The ARB establishes state air quality standards, maintains oversight authority in
air quality planning, develops programs for reducing emissions from motor
vehicles, develops air emission inventories, collects air quality and
meteorological data, and approves SIPs.

Responsibilities of air districts include overseeing stationary source emissions,
approving permits, maintaining emissions inventories, maintaining air quality
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stations, overseeing agricultural burning permits, and reviewing air quality—
related sections of environmental documents required by CEQA.

California Clean Air Act

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988 substantially added to the
authority and responsibilities of air districts. The CCAA designates air districts
aslead air quality planning agencies, requires air districtsto prepare air quality
plans, and grants air districts authority to implement transportation control
measures. The CCAA focuses on attainment of the California Ambient Air
Quality Standards (CAAQA), which, for certain pollutants and averaging
periods, are more stringent than the comparable federal standards.

The CCAA requires designation of attainment and nonattainment areas with
respect to CAAQS. The CCAA also requiresthat local and regional air districts
expeditioudy adopt and prepare an air quality attainment plan if the district
violates state air quaity standards for CO, SO,, NO,, or ozone. These clean air
plans are designed specifically to attain these standards and must be designed to
achieve an annual 5% reduction in district-wide emissions of each nonattainment
pollutant or its precursors. No localy prepared attainment plans are required for
areas that violate the state PM 10 standards.

The CCAA requires that the CAAQS be met as expeditiously as practical but,
unlike the federa CAA, does not set precise attainment deadlines. Instead, the
act established increasingly stringent requirements for areas that will require
more time to achieve the standards.

Local Regulations

Feather River Air Quality Management District

The project areaislocated within the jurisdiction of the Feather River Air
Quality Management District (FRAQMD). The FRAQMD is designated by law
to adopt and enforce regulations to achieve and maintain ambient air quality
standards. The FRAQMD, along with other air districtsin the Northern
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (NSVAB), prepared the NSVAB Air Quality
Attainment Plan (AQAP) for the purpose of achieving and maintaining healthful
air quality throughout the air basin. The AQAP wasiinitially adopted in 1994 and
isupdated on atriennial basis. Thetriennia updates address the progress made
in implementing the AQAP and propose modifications to the strategies necessary
to attain the CAAQS for the 1-hour ozone standard at the earliest practicable
date. The AQAP waslast updated in 2006. Like previous updates, the 2006
AQAP focuses on adoption and implementation of control measures for
stationary sources, areawide sources, and indirect sources and addresses public
education and information programs (Feather River Air Quality Management
District 2006).

Yuba City General Plan
The implementing policies of the Yuba City General Plan pertaining to air
quality and applicable to the proposed project are as follows:
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8.6-1-6 Require applicants whose development would result in
construction-related fugitive dust emissions to control such emissions as
follows:

m During clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation operations,
fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular watering, paving
of construction roads, or other dust-preventive measures;

m  All material excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust. Watering, with complete coverage,
shall occur at least twice daily, preferably in the late morning and after
work is done for the day;

m  All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease
when winds exceed 20 mph averaged over 1 hour;

m  All material transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust;

m  Theareadisturbed by demolition, clearing, grading, earth-moving, or
excavation operations shall be minimized at all times;

m  Portions of the construction site to remain inactive longer than a period
of 3 months shall be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown;
and

m All on-site roads shall be paved as soon as feasible or watered
periodically or chemically stabilized;

8.6-1-7 Require applicants whose development would result in
construction-related exhaust emissions to minimize such emissions by
mai ntai ning equipment engines in good condition and in proper tune
according to manufacturer's specifications and during smog season (May
through October) by not allowing construction equipment to be left idling
for long periods.

8.6-1-8 Require applicants whose development would result in potential
carbon monoxide (CO) "hot spot" impacts to consult with the City to ensure
that schools, hospitals, or day care facilities are not located near such "hot
spots’'.

Environmental Setting

Air quality monitoring in the NSVAB, in which Y uba City islocated, has been
conducted for the last 15 years. The monitoring results have shown that the
principal pollutants are ozone and particulate matter (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).

The northern portion of Sutter County, where Y uba City islocated, is designated
amoderate nonattainment area for the 1-hour ozone standard by the ARB as well
as atransitional nonattainment areafor the federal 1-hour ozone standard. The
northern portion of Sutter County isin attainment for the federal 8-hour ozone
standard and for CO. Sutter County isin nonattainment for the state-mandated
particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less (PM 10) standards.
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Most operations a the WTP and LLPS use dectricity. An existing emergency-

standby, diesel fueled generator used at both the WTP and LLPS would provide
back-up power during outages. No other point air emission sources are present.
All chemical storage tanks and processes are contai ned.

Because the Proposed Action is not afederal highway or transit project, itis
subject to the General Conformity Rule. Asindicated above, the proposed
project areais classified as an extreme nonattainment area with regard to the
federal 1-hour ozone standard and a nonattainment area with regard to the federa
PM10 and particul ate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5) standards.
Consequently, to fulfill general conformity requirements, an analysis must be
undertaken to identify whether the proposed action’ s total emissions of ozone,
PM10, and PM2.5:

m arebelow the appropriate de minimis levelsindicated in Tables 3-1 and 3-2,
and

m  areregionally insignificant (total emissions are less than 10% of the ared' s
total emissionsinventory for that pollutant).

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining CEQA significance of an impact on air quality
are based on the CEQA Guiddlines, which require impacts be evaluated based on
thresholds of significance. For the purposes of thisanalysis, an aternative is
considered to have asignificant impact on air quality servicesif it would:

m  conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

m violate air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation; expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations;

m result in anet increase of acriteria pollutant for which the project regionisin
nonattainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards;
or

m create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Because the proposed action is subject to NEPA, preparation of a General
Conformity Analysisisrequired. As such, aquantitative evaluation of
construction and operational emissions was conducted and evaluated against the
federal de minimisthresholds (Table 3-1 and 3-2) to determine whether
implementation of the proposed project would result in an adverse effect.
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Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not result in any changesin
emissions. As such, there would be no air quality effects.

Proposed Project

Impact AQ-1: Construction-Related Increase in
Emissions

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate
short-term emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), NOy, CO, PM10, and
PM2.5. Emissions would originate from mobile and stationary construction
equipment exhaust, employee vehicle exhaust, and dust from excavation and
minor trenching to remove the existing pipeline. Construction-related emissions
would vary substantially depending on the level of activity, specific construction
operations, types of equipment, number of personnel, wind and precipitation
conditions, and soil moisture content.

Prior to congtruction of the intake structure, a new access road along the potable
water supply pipeline easement will be constructed. Construction of the roadway
would require the use of graders, excavators, dump-trucks, and rollers. Itis
anticipated that construction will begin on March 15, 2010 and last
approximately two weeks (10 days), with work occurring over 5 days per week, 6
hours per day.

Emissions from construction of the roadway were modeled with the
URBEMIS2007, Version 9.2.4 model. The following assumptions were made:

m  Tota acresdisturbed—1.53 (roadway length [2,376 feet] X roadway width
[20 feet] with 4 feet added to each side for doping and preparation).

m  Maximum daily acreage disturbed—O0.38 (reflects 25% of total acres
disturbed as aworst case scenario).

m  Fugitive Dust—20 pounds per acre-day.

The following pieces of equipment were assumed in the emissions modeling.
Equipment horsepower and |oad factors were based on URBEM IS defaullts.
m 1 Grader (174 hp) operating at a 0.610 load factor for 6 hours per day.

m 1 Excavator (168 hp) operating at a 0.570 load factor for 6 hours per day.

m 1 Off-Highway Dump Truck (479 hp) operating at a0.570 load factor for
6 hours per day.

m 1 Roller (95 hp) operating at a 0.560 load factor for 6 hours per day.
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Construction of the intake structure would involve dump trucks, backhoes,
cranes, compactors and other similar equipment as well as material delivery
trucks on atransitory basis. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2010 and
would require 12 to 15 months to compl ete.

For the purposes of this analysis, the project construction is expected to occur in
five phases, and none would occur concurrently. Each phase has the following
estimated duration:

Phase 1—Pile driving (7 days)

Phase 2—Excavation (14 days)

Phase 3—Intake concrete work (21 days)
Phase 4—Pipeline (28 days)

Phase 5—Pile removal (2 days)

Construction emissions were model ed with the URBEMI1S2007, Version 9.2.4
model, and the following assumptions were used by the model:

m  For dl five phases, the following assumptions were made:
o Totd acresdisturbed—0.5
o Maximum daily acreage disturbed—0.5
o Fugitive dust—20 pounds per acre-day
m  For each of the five phases, the following equipment assumptions were
made:
o Phasel:
m 1 Crane (190 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day
m 1 Tractor/loader/backhoe (79 hp) operating at a 0.465 load factor for
8 hours per day
o Phase2:
m 1 Excavator (138 hp) operating at a 0.58 load factor for 8 hours per
day
m 1 Rubber-tired loader (196 hp) operating at a 0.465 load factor for
8 hours per day
m 1 Tractor/loader/backhoe (79 hp) operating at a 0.465 load factor for
8 hours per day
a Phase3:
m 1 Tractor/loader/backhoe (79 hp) operating at a 0.465 load factor for
8 hours per day
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o Phase4:

m 1 Excavator (138 hp) operating at a 0.58 load factor for 8 hours per
day

m 1 Rough terrain forklift (94 hp) operating at a0.475 load factor for
8 hours per day

m 1 Rubber-tired loader (196 hp) operating at a 0.465 load factor for
8 hours per day

m 1 Tractor/loader/backhoe (79 hp) operating at a 0.465 load factor for
8 hours per day

To estimate construction emissions, URBEMIS2007, Version 9.2.4 analyzes the
type of construction egquipment used and the duration of the construction period,
using average emissions factors over al horsepower classes. These emissions are
estimated and summarized in pounds per day in Table 3-3.

Table 3-3. Emissions from Construction Activities (pounds per day)

Phase ROG NOy (6(0) PM10 PM2.5 CO,
Access Road 2.81 22.24 11.66 8.76 2.65 2392.23
Phase 1 0.95 9.20 4.20 10.47 251 1043.45
Phase 2 1.58 13.44 7.14 10.73 2.75 1448.48
Phase 3 0.56 5.47 2.78 10.33 2.39 691.87
Phase 4 211 16.49 9.39 11.02 3.02 1724.88
Phase 5 0.44 4.55 1.67 10.17 2.24 469.64
FRAQMD Threshold 25 25 n‘a 80 n/a n‘a
Significant? No No n‘a No n/a n‘a
Asindicated in Table 3-3, construction activities associated with the proposed
project are not anticipated to exceed FRAQMD or the NSVAB Management Plan
threshold levels. Consequently, thisimpact is considered less than significant.
Additionally, the City or its contractor will implement the FRAQM D-approved
environmental commitments (AQ-1) described in Chapter 2 as part of the project.
Emissions from construction of the proposed project would not exceed local,
state, and federal air quality standards. In addition, emissions from the proposed
project would occur temporarily during construction and would be minimized by
the Air Quality environmental commitments described in Chapter 2. Therefore,
impacts on air quality associated with construction of the proposed project would
be less than significant.
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Impact AQ-2: Generation of Project Emissions in Excess
of Federal de Minimis Thresholds

Construction emissions associated with project activities, summarized below in
Table 3-4 intons per year, are not anticipated to exceed the federal de minimis
thresholds. Therefore, thisimpact islessthan significant.

Table 3-4. Emissions from Construction Activities (tons per year)

Phase ROG NOy 6(0) PM10 PM2.5 CO,
Access Road 0.51 4.06 2.13 1.60 0.48 396.06
Phase 1 0.17 1.68 0.77 191 0.46 172.75
Phase 2 0.29 2.45 1.30 1.96 0.50 239.81
Phase 3 0.10 1.00 0.51 1.89 0.44 114.55
Phase 4 0.39 3.01 171 2.01 0.55 285.57
Phase 5 0.08 0.83 0.30 1.86 0.41 77.75
de minimis threshold 50 50 100 100 na n/a
Significant? No No No No n/a n/a
Impact AQ-3: Generation of Significant Level of
Greenhouse Gas
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate
direct greenhouse gas (GHG) exhaust emissions. In addition, implementation of
the proposed project would result in increased el ectricity usage, which would
lead to indirect GHG emissions. Table 3-5 summarizes direct GHG emissions
associated with construction activities. In addition, Table 3-6 summarizes
exigting indirect GHG emissions associated with current electricity usage, and
Table 3-7 summarizes anticipated increases in GHG emissions, based on an
increase in electricity usage of 150,000 kilowatt hours per year (kWh/year) with
implementation of the proposed project.
Table 3-5. GHG Emissions from Construction Activities (tons per year)
Construction GHG Emissions: Unmitigated (Tons/Y ear)
CO, CH, N,O COze!
Access Road 3960.605 0.226 0.101 3995.841
Phase 1 1209.284 0.069 0.031 1220.042
Phase 2 3357.370 0.192 0.086 3387.238
Phase 3 2405.484 0.137 0.062 2426.884
Phase 4 7996.051 0.457 0.205 8067.187
Phase 5 155.508 0.009 0.004 156.892
! emissions presented in metric tons per year.
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Table 3-6. Current Electricity GHG Emissions

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Tong/Y ear)

co, CH, N,O CO.€"
2008 3,564.008 0.169 0.045 3,581.436
2009 (Current) 496.997 0.024 0.006 499.415

Table 3-7. Anticipated Increase in Electricity GHG Emissions

Increase in Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions Resulting from the Project (tons/year)*

co, CH, N,O COy”

43.250 0.002 0.001 95814.330

! Anincrease of 150,000 kWh/year will result from the project.

2 CO, Global Warming Potential (GWP) = 1.
CH, GWP =23,
N,O GWP = 296.

Currently, the EPA, ARB, and FRAQMD have not established significance
thresholds for the evaluation of impacts associated with GHG emissions. Thisis
because GHGs, especialy CO,, do not pose any health risks at ambient
concentrations. Theimpacts associated with GHGs are long-term climatic
changes, which are beyond the regulatory purview of the air district. As
previoudy noted, GHG contaminant emissions tend to accumulate in the
atmosphere because of their relatively long lifespan. Asaresult, their impact on
the atmosphere is mostly independent of the point of emission; GHG
contaminant emissions are more appropriately evaluated on aregional, state, or
even national scale than on anindividual project level. For thisreason, project-
specific GHG emissions are considered |ess than significant, as climate change
would not occur directly from project emissions.

Cumulative Impacts
Air Quality

Theregional air quality impacts were evaluated in the Yuba City GPEIR. The
proposed project would have no additional impacts on air quality, and no further
analysisis necessary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action is limited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. As
such, the only air quality impact related to the federal action isthe minor
emissions associated with the installation and operation of the screen.
Cumulative impacts on air quality would be less than significant for purposes of
NEPA evauation.
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Climate Change

As previoudly noted, GHGs tend to accumul ate in the atmosphere because of
their relatively long lifespan. As aresult, their impact on the atmosphereis
mostly independent of the point of emission; GHG emissions are more
appropriately evaluated on aregional, state, or national scale than on an
individual project level. The Intergovernmental Pand on Climate Change
(IPCC) has been established by the World Meteorological Organization and
United Nations Environment Programme to assess scientific, technical, and
socioeconomic information relevant to the understanding of climate change, its
potential impacts, and options for adaptation and mitigation. The IPCC predicts
substantial increasesin temperatures globally of between 1.1°C and 6.4°C,
depending on the scenario (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007).

With the implementation of the California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB-
32), the state is preparing measures to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990
levels by the year 2020. The Air Resources Board (ARB) istasked by AB-32 to
provide the regul ations necessary to meet the statewide GHG reduction objective.
Although draft GHG guidelines suitable for CEQA analysis were considered by
the ARB, to date, there are no statewide GHG emissions thresholds suitable for
environmental review.

As described above, the proposed project is within the FRAQMD, which has not
published official guidance on how to determine the significance of GHG
emissions. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD) isthe AQMD closest to the project areathat provides
CEQA/climate change guidance. The Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) isthe AQMD closest to the project areathat provides
CEQA/GHG threshold of significance guidance. In the absence of FRAQMD
climate change guiddines, a combination of relevant SMAQMD and BAAQMD
guidance was used in this analysis to determine climate change significance. It
should be noted, however, that the Sacramento Area Council of Governments,
which includes the City, is currently developing a Climate Action Plan.

The proposed project would result in atemporary increase in GHGs of 155 tons
for its one year of construction and an increase of 43 tons/year resulting from
operation. These GHG emissions aretrivia - by way of comparison, atypical
vehicle emits 5 tons/year of GHG. The annua operational emissions associated
with the project are therefore | ess than the sum of emissions emanating from 10
vehicles.

Since there are currently no established thresholds applicable to projectsin the
City, the project emissions were compared to the appropriate BAAQMD GHG
draft threshold to determine whether the project GHG emissions are cumulatively
significant. Based on the October, 2009 BAAQMD Revised Draft Options and
Justification Report on the California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Sgnificance publication, BAAQMD does not have a threshold recommendation
for construction emissions but has 1,000 MT of CO2e/yr as a potential
operational significance threshold. Since this project’s GHG operational and
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construction emissions are significantly less than the 1,000 MT CO2e/yr
threshold and because the City would implement Environmental Commitments
AQ-1: Minimize Impacts on Air Quality and AQ-2: Coordinate with PG& E to
Maximize Energy Efficiency, the project-related GHG emissions are considered
less than significant.

Noise

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the local policies and regulations relevant to the analysis
of noiseissuesin the project area. No federal or state regulations pertaining to
noise are applicable to the proposed project.

Local Regulations

The City has established palicies and regulations concerning the generation and
control of noise that could adversaly affect their citizens and noise-sensitive land
uses.

Yuba City General Plan

The Yuba City General Plan presents its policies regarding noise in the Noise
Element. Implementing policies that may be applicable to the proposed project
include the following:

Implementing Policies

9.1-1-2 Require a noise study and mitigation for all projects that have noise
exposure greater than “normally acceptable” levels. Noise mitigation
measures include, but are not limited to, the following actions:

m  Screen and control noise sources, such as parking and loading facilities,
outdoor activities and mechanical equipment;

m  Increase setbacks for noise sources from adjacent dwellings;
m  Retain fences, walls, and landscaping that serve as noise buffers;
m  Use soundproofing materials and double-glazed windows; and

m  Control hours of operation, including deliveries and trash pickup, to
mi nimize noise impacts.

9.1-1-3 In making a determination of impact under CEQA, consider an
increase of four or more DBA to be "significant" if the resulting noise level
would exceed that described as normally acceptable for the affected land
use.
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9.1-1-6 Require new noise sources to use best available control technology
(BACT) to minimize noise from all sources.

9.1-1-7 Minimize vehicular and stationary noise sources and noise
emanating from temporary activities, such as construction.

Environmental Setting

According to the City’ s Genera Plan (Dyett & Bhatia 2004), the major noise
sourcesin Y uba City are related to vehicular traffic on SR 20 and SR 99. Other
noise sources include overflights from the Sutter County Airport, railroad
activities, and agricultural operations around the edges of the city. Noise
produced by industrial facilities has anegligible effect on the city’ s noise
environment. Although the City does not have a Noise Ordinance, noise issues
are handled by the City’ s Nuisance Ordinance, which regulates the time of day
that certain noise-generating activities may take place.

The nearest sensitive noise receptors (e.g., residential units, hotels, motels,
schools, churches) are located approximately 0.5 mile from the project area. The
project areais rural with generally lower noise levelsthan in urban areas. The
noiseinthe project areais generated by automobile traffic on local roads and
agricultural activities on nearby farmland. The Southern Pacific Railroad bridge
located upstream of the LLPS is another source of noise in the project area. The
L LPS houses equipment approximately 30 feet aboveground and inside a
concrete structure; therefore, exterior noise associated with the LLPS is minimal.

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of noise impacts are based on the
CEQA Guidelines, which require impacts be eval uated based on thresholds of
significance, and the Y uba City General Plan. For the purposes of thisanalysis,
an alternative is considered to have a significant noise impact if it would:

m  expose the public to or generate noise levelsin excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies. For the purposes of this analysis, the General
Plan has the Day-Night Average Level (Ldn), which isa measurement of
noise exposure (in A-weighted decibels [dBA]) over an average day with
weighting to reflect the increased sensitivity to noise during the evening and
night. A changein noiselevelswould be significant if it wereto expose
personsto or generate noise levelsin excess of normally acceptable standards
of:

o 60 Ladn for residential, hotel, motels, schools, libraries, churches,
hospitals, and nursing homes,

O 65 Lan for office buildings, business, commercial, libraries, churches, and
hospitals;
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o 70 Lan for playgrounds and neighborhood parks, golf courses, riding
stables, water recreation, and cemeteries and industrial, manufacturing,
utilities, and agricultural resources.

m  expose the public to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels;

m result in asubstantial permanent increase in ambient noise levelsin the
project vicinity above current levels; or

m  result in asubstantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above current levels.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project alternative, no construction noise would be generated and
operations would result in the same noise levels as under current conditions. As
such, there would be no impact.

Proposed Project

Impact NZ-1: Temporary Increase in Noise during
Construction

Temporary and intermittent noise associated with the proposed project would be
the result of congtruction activities during installation of the intake structure and
fish screen. Construction noise impacts result primarily when construction
activities occur during noise-sensitive times of the day (early morning, evening,
or nighttime hours), the construction occursin areas immediately adjoining
noise-sensitive land uses, or construction lasts over extended periods of time.

Construction of the proposed project would require between 12 and 15 months.
Construction activities would involve installing a sheet-pile cofferdam,;
constructing an intake structure with a pile foundation; constructing a fish screen
structure and installing riprap; installing an air compressor, air receiver, and
controls for fish screen cleaning system; ingtalling a 54-inch diameter pipeline
from the intake structure to the LLPS; and removing sheet-pile cofferdam.

It is anticipated that the equipment listed in Table 3-8 would be used in the
construction process. Typical Lmax noise levels—the maximum sound level
measured during the measurement period—and acoustical use factors for each
piece of equipment also are shown in Table 3-8 (Federal Highway
Administration 2006). The acoustical use factor—the percentage of time per
hour that the equipment typically would be used—is used to develop Leq
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(equivalent steady-state sound level that in a stated period of time would contain
the same acougtical energy) values from Lmax values.

Impact pile-driving is anticipated to be the noisiest construction activity
associated with the proposed project. Construction noise typically attenuates at a
rate of about 6 decibels (dB) per doubling of distance assuming the ground is
hard and acoustically reflective (e.g., pavement, water). Where the ground is soft
(e.g., snow, grass), therate of attenuation isabout 7.5 dB per doubling of
distance. With a source level of 94 dBA-Leq at 50 feet, pile-driving noise would
attenuate to about 51 dBA-Leq at the nearest noise-sensitive uses located 0.5 mile

away.

With a reasonabl e worst-case assumption that impact pile-driving could occur
over 8 hours during daytime hours, 51 dBA-Leq corresponds to about 49 dB-Ldn
at the nearest noise-sensitive uses. Because noise from impact pile-driving is
anticipated to be well below 60 dB-Ldn, noise from other construction activity
also will be below 60 dB-Ldn. Accordingly, construction noiseis not anticipated
to exceed applicable noise standards. In addition, because of the large distance
between construction activity and the nearest noise-sensitive uses, no effects
from construction-induced ground vibration are anticipated. Therefore, this
impact isless than significant.

Table 3-8. Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels

Typical Noise Level Typical Noise Level
(dBA-Lmax) Acoustical (dBA-Leg)

Equipment 50 feet from Source  UseFactor 50 feet from Source
Backhoe 80 40 76
Concrete mixer 85 40 81
Crane (mobile) 85 16 77
Dump truck 84 40 81
Excavator 85 40 81
Impact pile driver 101 20 94
Roller 85 20 78
Vibratory compactor 80 20 73
Vibratory pile driver 95 20 88

Source: Federal Highway Administration 2006.

Impact NZ-2: Operations-Related Increased Noise Levels

No new pumps would be installed in the LLPS; however, new exhaust fans
would be installed and would operate periodically to control temperature. These
new exhaust fans are not expected to emit substantially more noise than the
current exhaust fans.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
Final Environmental Assessment 3-29



City of Yuba City

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

Operation of the intake structure/fish screen would require four submersible
pumps—three grit removal pumps (15 hp each) and one jet mixing pump (30 hp).
Because these four pumps would be submerged and housed in the concrete intake
structure, noise levels would be attenuated. Additionally, the jet mixing pump
would operate based on debris settling in the intake structure and would not be
operated continuoudly.

The air compressor used for the fish screen cleaning system would be operated
intermittently. Initially the system would be operated every 6 hours, and
operations would be adjusted throughout the year based on debrisin the river and
time of year. Given that this system will be used only occasionally and the
distance to the nearest noise sensitive usesis large (0.5 mile), operations-rel ated
noise impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project combined with other projectsin the vicinity of the new
intake could result in a cumulative noise impact. However, there are no sensitive
receptors within 0.5 mile and consgtruction of the proposed project would be
temporary. Additionally, operations-related noise is not expected to result in a
noticeable change in noise levels. The proposed project would have no impacts
on noise beyond what was described in the GP EIR, and no further analysisis
necessary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action is limited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. As
such, the only noise impact relate to the federal action isthe slight increase in
noise as aresult if installing and operating the fish screen. As described above,
thisimpact is not significant, and no other projects are expected to occur in the
same area that would affect sensitive receptors. The cumulative impact would be
less than significant for purposes of NEPA evaluation.

Water Supply, Hydrology, and Water Quality

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal, state, and loca policies and regulations
relevant to the analysis of water supply, hydrology, and water quality issuesin
the project area.
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Federal Regulations

Clean Water Act

The CWA isthe primary federal law that protects the quality of the nation’s
surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. It operates on the
principle that al dischargesinto the nation’ s waters are unlawful unless
specifically authorized by a permit; permit review isthe CWA’s primary
regulatory tool. The following paragraphs provide additional details on specific
sections of the CWA.

Clean Water Act Permitsfor Fill Placement in Watersand Wetlands

CWA Section 404 regul ates the discharge of dredged and fill materiasinto
“waters of the United States,” which include oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes,
ponds, and wetlands. Project proponents must obtain a permit from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for all discharges of dredged or fill material
into waters of the United States, including wetlands, before proceeding with a
proposed activity. Before any actions that may impact surface waters are carried
out, adelineation of jurisdictional waters of the United States must compl eted,
following Corps protocols (Environmental Laboratory 1987), in order to
determine whether the project area encompasses wetlands or other waters of the
United States that qualify for CWA protection. Theseinclude any or all of the
following:

m  Areaswithin the OHWM of astream, including non-perennial streamswith a
defined bed and bank and any stream channel that conveys natural runoff,
even if it has been realigned.

m  Seasonal and perennia wetlands, including coastal wetlands.

Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for lifein saturated soil conditions’ (33 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] 328.3, 40 CFR 230.3).

Section 404 permits may be issued only for the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative. That is, authorization of a proposed dischargeis
prohibited if thereis a practicable alternative that would have less adverse
impacts and lacks other significant adverse consequences.

Clean Water Act Permitsfor Stormwater Discharge

CWA Section 402 regul ates construction-related stormwater dischargesto
surface waters through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) program, administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). In Cdlifornia, the State Water Board is authorized by the EPA to oversee
the NPDES program through the Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCBS). (Seerdated discussion under “ Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act” below.) The NPDES program provides for both general permits
(i.e., those that cover a number of smilar or related activities) and individual
permits.
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permits

Most construction projects that disturb 1 acre or more of land are required to
obtain coverage under the NPDES Genera Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit), which requiresthat the
applicant file a public notice of intent to discharge stormwater and prepare and
implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP
includes a site map and a description of proposed construction activities, aong
with demonstration of compliance with relevant local ordinances and regulations,
and an overview of BMPs that will be implemented to prevent soil erosion and
discharge of other congtruction-related pollutants that could contaminate nearby
water resources. Permittees are further required to conduct annual monitoring
and reporting to ensure that BMPs are correctly implemented and effective in
controlling the discharge of stormwater-related pollutants. Projects constructed
on Caltrans facilities or rights-of-way must comply with the requirements of
Caltrans' statewide NPDES permit, which has requirements similar to those of
the Genera Permit.

Individual NPDES Per mits

All point source discharges to waters of the United States not covered by a
general permit are required to apply for an individual NPDES permit with the
RWQCB. The RWQCB then issues waste discharge requirements (WDRs) and
monitoring provisions to ensure compliance with CWA standards.

Federal Flood Insurance Program

Congress, darmed by increasing costs of disaster relief, passed the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. The
intent of these actsisto reduce the need for large publicly funded flood-control
structures and disaster relief by restricting devel opment on floodplains.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) to provide subsidized flood insurance to
communities that comply with FEMA regulations limiting devel opment on
floodplains. FEMA issues Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for communities
participating in the NFIP. FIRMs delineate flood hazard zones in the
community.

Executive Order 11988

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) addresses floodplain issues
related to public safety, conservation, and economics. It generally requires
federal agencies constructing, permitting, or funding a project to:

m avoid incompatible floodplain devel opment,
m  be consistent with the standards and criteria of the NFIP, and

m restore and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values.
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State Regulations
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

Overview

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act), passed in
1969, articulates with the CWA (see“ Clean Water Act” above). It established
the State Water Board and divided the state into nine regions, each overseen by
an RWQCB. The State Water Board is the primary state agency responsible for
protecting the quality of the state' s surface water and groundwater supplies,
however, much of its daily implementation authority is delegated to the nine
RWQCBSs, which are responsible for implementing CWA Sections 401, 402, and
303(d). In general, the State Water Board manages both water rights and
statewide regulation of water quality, while the RWQCBSs focus exclusively on
water quality in their regions. The project areais under the jurisdiction of the
Central Valey RWQCB (Region 5).

Basin Plansand Water Quality Objectives

The Porter-Cologne Act provides for the devel opment and periodic review of
water quality control plans (basin plans) that designate beneficial uses of
Cdlifornia s mgjor rivers and groundwater basins and establish narrative and
numerical water quality objectives for those waters. Beneficial uses represent the
services and qualities of awater body (i.e., the reasons why the water body is
considered valuable), while water quality objectives represent the standards
necessary to protect and support those beneficial uses. Basin plans are primarily
implemented by using the NPDES permitting system to regulate waste discharges
so that water quality objectives are met. (See discussion of the NPDES in the
“Clean Water Act” section above). Basin plans are updated on aregular basis,
and provide the technical foundation for determining waste discharge
requirements and taking enforcement actions.

A basin plan has been adopted for the Sacramento River Basin (Centra Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board 1998). Existing beneficial uses of the
Feather River comprise municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply,
power generation, contact and non-contact water recreation, warm and cold
freshwater habitat, and wildlife habitat (Central Valey Regiona Water Quality
Control Board 1998).

Water Quality Objectives by Region

The RWQCBs have set water quality objectives for all surface watersin their
respective regions (including the Feather River) for the following substances and
parameters. ammonia, bacteria, biostimulatory substances, chemical
constituents, color, dissolved oxygen, floating material, oil and grease, pH,
pesticides, radioactivity, salinity, sediment, settleable materia, suspended
meaterial, tastes and odors, temperature, toxicity, and turbidity. Specific
objectives for concentrations of chemical congtituents are applied to bodies of
water based on their designated beneficial uses (Central Valley Regiona Water
Quality Control Board 1998).
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Beneficial uses of groundwater in the basin have been designated as follows:
municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, and industrial service and
process supply. Water quality objectives applicable to all groundwaters have
been set for bacteria, chemical constituents, radioactivity, tastes and odors, and in
Region 5 (Central Valley), for toxicity aswell (Centra Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board 1998).

Section 1601, California Department of Fish and Game

Under Sections 1601-1607 of the California Fish and Game Code, DFG
regulates projects that affect the flow, channel, or banks of rivers, streams, and
lakes. Sections 1601 and 1603 require public agencies and private individuals
respectively to notify and enter into a streambed or |akebed ateration agreement
with DFG before beginning construction of a project that will:

m divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank of
any river, stream, or lake; or

m  use materials from a streambed.

Section 1601 contains additional prohibitions against the disposal or deposition
of debris, waste, or other materia containing crumbled, flaked, or ground
pavement where it can passinto any river, stream, or lake.

Sections 1601-1607 may apply to any work undertaken within the 100-year
floodplain of any body of water or its tributaries, including intermittent stream
channels. In general, however, it is construed as applying to work within the
active floodplain and/or associated riparian habitat of awash, stream, or lake that
provides benefit to fish and wildlife. Sections 1601-1607 typically do not apply
to drainages that lack a defined bed and banks, such as swales, or to very small
bodies of water and wetlands such as vernal pools.

Local Regulations

Yuba City General Plan
Guiding Palicies

8.5-G-1 Enhance the quality of surface water and groundwater resources
and prevent their contamination.

8.5-G-2 Enhance the natural condition of the Feather River waterway.

8.5-G-3 Ensure that the City’ s drinking water continues to meet or exceed
water quality standards.

9.3-G-1 Protect the community from risks to lives and property posed by
flooding and stormwater runoff.

9.3-G-2 Collect and dispose of storm water in a safe and efficient manner.
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Implementing Policies

8.5-1-2 Comply with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board' s regulations and standards to maintain and improve the quality of
both surface water and groundwater resources.

8.5-1-3 Continue to control stormwater pollution and protect the quality of
the City’s waterways, by preventing oil and sediment from entering the
river.

8.5-1-6 Protect waterways by prohibiting the dumping of debris and refuse
in and near waterways and storm drains.

8.5-1-7 Require new construction to utilize best management practices such
as site preparation, grading, and foundation designs for erosion control to
prevent sediment runoff into waterways, specifically the Feather River.

Best management practices include:

m  Requiring that low berms or other temporary facilities be built between
aconstruction site and drainage area to prevent sheet-flooding
stormwater from entering storm drains and waterway;

m  Requiring installation of storm drains or other facilities to collect
stormwater runoff during construction; and

m  Requiring onsite retention where appropriate.

Environmental Setting

The City is currently served by a combination of surface and groundwater
supplies. The following sections provide background information pertaining to
each of these supplies.

Surface Water

Water Supply

The City currently uses surface water to meet approximately 85% of itstotal
demand. All of its surface water is diverted from the Feather River by the intake
structure that would be replaced by the proposed project. The annual pattern for
WTP operations and corresponding Feather River diversions varies with
customer demands. Typically, peak demands are during the summer months, and
the lowest demands are during winter months.

City Water Rights
The City has four surface water rights/contracts for the Feather River, aslisted
below, and limited supply from back-up water wells:

1. State Water Board Permit 14045
2. State Water Board Permit 18558
3. YubaCounty Water District

4. DWR State Water Project (SWP).
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Hydrology

The Feather River originatesin the Sierra Nevada and flows southward into the
Central Valley, where it converges with the Sacramento River. Theriver forms
the boundary between Sutter County and Y uba County as well as the cities of

Y uba City (located in Sutter County) and Marysville (located in Y uba County).
Historically, the Feather River was susceptibl e to frequent flooding until Oroville
Dam was constructed. However, high flow events still threaten levee stability in
some locations.

Oroville Dam islocated on the Feather River, approximately 30 miles upstream
of YubaCity. The principa features of the project are the Oroville Dam and
Reservoir, the Edward Hyatt Powerplant, Thermalito Powerplant, Thermalito
Diversion Dam Powerplant, Thermalito Forebay and Afterbay, and associated
recreational and fish and wildlife preservation and enhancement facilities. The
Oroville Reservoir (also known as Lake Oroville) isthe principal water storage
facility of the SWP, which conserves and delivers water to more than two-thirds
of California s population. Operations of Lake Oroville dictate flows on the
Feather River.

Water Quality

The EPA and the Central Valley RWQCB have classified the lower Feather
River (from the Oroville Dam to the confluence with the Sacramento River) as
303(d) impaired for diazinon (priority 1), chlorpyrifos, Group A Pesticides
(priority 3), mercury (priority 2), and unknown toxicity (priority 3) (State Water
Resources Control Board 20063, 2006b).

Groundwater

Y uba City islocated in the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin, specifically in
the Sutter subbasin. The subbasin is bounded on the north by the confluence of
Butte Creek and the Sacramento River and Sutter Buttes, on the west by the
Sacramento River, on the south by the confluence of the Sacramento River and
the Sutter Bypass, and on the east by the Feather River.

DWR Bulletin 118-6 indicates stream percolation, deep percolation of rainwater,
and percolation of irrigation water as the principal sources of groundwater
recharge in the Sacramento Valley (California Department of Water Resources
2006).

In 2001, the City received anotice from the County Department of Health
Servicesfor nitrate exceedance of drinking water standardsin Y uba City’s
groundwater, Region 5—Tierra Buenawater system. Additionally, not al of the
wells meet the arsenic standards approved by the EPA (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).
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Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of impacts on water supply,
hydrology or water quality are based on the CEQA Guidelines, which require
impacts be eval uated based on thresholds of significance. These criteriaare
described below.

An alternative is considered to have a significant impact on water supply if:

sufficient water supplies are not available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or the project would require new or expanded
entitlements.

An alternative is considered to have a significant impact on hydrology and water
quality if it would:

subgtantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or alowering of thelocal groundwater table level (i.e., the
production rate of existing nearby wells would drop to alevel that would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted;

substantially ater the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site;

subgtantially ater the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the ateration of the course of a stream or river, or substantialy
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in amanner that would result in
flooding on or off site;

create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems,

place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on afederal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map;

place within a 100-year floodplain structures that would impede or redirect
floodflows;

expose people or structuresto asignificant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of alevee or
dam;

violate RWQCB water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; or
substantially degrade water quality.
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Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project alternative, there would be no construction and therefore no
changesin turbidity, sedimentation, water supply, or hydrology compared to
exigting conditions. Additionally, there would be no changesin operations that
could affect water supply, hydrology, or water quality. As such, there would be
no impact.

Proposed Project

Impact WTR-1: Construction-Related Increase in
Turbidity and Erosion

Construction-related earth-disturbing activities could cause soil erosion and
sedimentation. In particular, earth-moving and trenching during installation of
water conveyance piping would provide a direct mechanism for sediment and
other contaminants to reach the Feather River. These ground-disturbing
activitiesin and outside the Feather River have the potential to erode soils and
increase turbidity. Thiswould have atemporary and localized impact on water
quality. Additionaly, work in the Feather River would require dewatering of the
affected area, which could affect water quality through discharge of water from
the dewatering process. It is anticipated that the CWA Section 401 permit will
require monitoring of turbidity and other water quality parametersin and around
the construction areato ensure it does not exceed levels that affect beneficial
uses. Assuch, thisimpact isless than significant.

Impact WTR-2: Potential Water Quality Degradation as a
Result of Accidental Spill during Construction

Construction equipment would have potential to leak hazardous materials that
may include oil and gasoline. Improper use of fuels, oils, and other construction-
related hazardous materials, such as pipe sealant, also may pose athreat to
surface or groundwater quality. Potential impacts associated with accidental
release of hazardous materials could occur during construction but would be
localized and temporary in nature. Therefore, the potential for degradation of
water quality from accidental hazardous material spills during construction islow
and would be minimized further by implementing the provisions of a spill
prevention, control, and countermeasure plan (Environmental Commitment
HAZ-1) as described in Chapter 2. This plan will include measures for
responding to and remediating spills, which will minimize impacts on
surrounding areas. Therefore, thisimpact isless than significant.
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Impact WTR-3: Temporary Reduction in Feather River
Flow Capacity

Dewatering a portion of the Feather River during installation of the new intake
structure temporarily would reduce channel capacity. This could be a significant
impact during flood or other high-flow events. However, construction of the new
intake structure would occur in the summer when capacity is not a problem
because flows are naturally lower and Oroville Dam controls releases to avoid
capacity issues. As such, thisimpact would be less than significant.

Impact WTR-4: Increased Water Supply for Yuba City

The proposed project would increase Feather River diversions by a maximum of
18 mgd (27 cubic feet per second [cfg]), for an overal total of 48 mgd. The
additional capacity is needed to meet expected future water demands within the
City’ssupply area. Theincrease in demands and diversions will depend on
summer weather conditions and the number of new customers added to the City’s
system.

Table 3-9 shows the 2008 projected Y uba City customer demands. Based on the
monthly mean streamflow for the period between 1964 and 1984, the 2008 City
diversions represent between 0.13% and 0.91% or less of the total Feather River
flow (Table 3-9). Thisincreased water supply would be beneficial.

Table 3-9. Mean River Flows and 2008 City Diversions

2008 Y uba City Diversions

Mean Monthly

Streamflow (cfs) mgd cfs %
January 11,090 9.36 145 0.13
February 8,115 8.22 12.7 0.16
March 8,782 11.38 17.6 0.20
April 7,462 13.76 21.3 0.29
May 5,187 17.42 27.0 0.52
June 3,698 19.72 30.6 0.83
July 3,461 20.38 31.6 0.91
August 3,631 20.53 31.8 0.88
September 3,636 17.97 27.9 0.77
October 2,617 14.84 230 0.88
November 4,319 9.11 14.1 0.33
December 8,117 8.09 125 0.15

Source: City of Yuba City 20009.
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Impact WTR-5: Changes in Hydrology as a Result of
Increased Diversions

Theincrease in the amount of water diverted, i.e., lessthan 1% of the average
monthly minimum flow of the Feather River, would have a negligible effect on
hydrology. The increased capacity of the proposed intake (up to 48 mgd or

74 cfs) would remain relatively small compared to the flow of the Feather River.
Based on the monthly mean streamflow for the period between 1964 and 1984,
the current City diversion capacity represents up to 1.8% of the total Feather
River minimum monthly flow (October). Theincreased capacity of the proposed
intake represents an additional 0.8% of mean minimum monthly Feather River
flows. The above comparison overestimates the actua proportion of water
diverted because, as shown in Table 3-9 above, maximum diversions (July)
generally do not coincide with minimum flows (October). Assuch, thisimpact is
considered |ess than significant.

Impact WTR-6: Sediment Return to the River

The beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters in the Sacramento
River Basin are established in the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for
the Central Valey RWQCB. Water quality objectives are designed to protect
beneficia uses such as agricultural, municipal, and industria supply; fish and
wildlife; and body contact and noncontact recreation. The Basin Plan contains
numerical and narrative water quality objectivesfor physical and chemical
parameters. Returning sediment to the river likely will require approval by the
RWQCB.

Water quality objectives for sediment, settleable material, and suspended
material are defined by the Basin Plan to “not be atered in such a manner asto
cause nuisance or adversaly affect beneficial uses.”

The reach of the Feather River at the intake facility isnot impaired for turbidity,
sediment, settleable material, or suspended material, as defined by the 2002
Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List of Water Quality—Limited Segments.

A zone of dilution will be needed for the greater-than-ambient sediment
concentrations to meet the criteriaset inthe Basin Plan. A very small, localized
plume is expected that will rapidly reach suspended sediment levels equal to
ambient levels or only slightly higher than ambient levelsin theriver.

Thereceiving water (Feather River) flow is substantially greater than the
proposed return flow, thereby ensuring substantial dilution, as described above.
Furthermore, the receiving water is not impaired by sediment or turbidity and
therefore has the assimilative capacity to accept the returned sediment while not
exceeding applicable water quality objectives at the edge of the mixing zone or
adversely affecting the river’ s beneficial uses. The pH and temperature of the
return stream will be indistinguishable from river water.
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Once the return flow is well mixed with the river flow, the actual effect of the
return flow system on river water quality will beinconsequential because the
quantity of sediment returned is very small relative to background. Sediment
collected in the intake forebay will have been in suspension in theriver prior to
settling. Therefore, it should easily go back into suspension once returned to the
river. Thisimpact islessthan significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project combined with other past, present, and future projects
could have cumulative impacts on water supply, hydrology, and water quality.
Combined with other projects, including the City’ s WTP expansion, water supply
and reliability, and water quality for the City’ s users would be improved as
described and evaluated in the GP EIR. As such, the proposed project would
have no additional impacts on utilities and services, and no further analysisis
necessary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).

However, increased diversions in the upper watershed areas, such as Y uba City
and areas along the Sacramento River, may adversely affect water supply for
downstream users. Regulatory and seasonal weather pattern changes also may
limit downstream water supplies, and could have impacts on downstream water
quality. During construction, localized cumulative water quality impacts could
occur if other construction or ground-disturbing activities are occurring on the
waterside of the Feather River levees. Environmental commitments to minimize
erosion and sedimentation are included in the proposed project. The proposed
project would not result in a noticeable change in hydrology, but combined with
other projects that may divert more water, there would be a cumulative effect.
Hydraulics would be affected only in the vicinity of the proposed project, and
there would be no other changes, and thus no cumulative impacts. Although
these cumulative water supply, hydrology, and water quality impacts may be
significant, the project’s contribution is not considerable for purposes of CEQA.

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action is limited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. As
such, the only water-related impacts resulting from the federal action are the
short-term changes in water quality and channel capacity during installation of
the fish screen. As described above, thisimpact is not significant, and no other
projects are expected to occur in the same area that would affect the water quality
or hydraulics. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant for purposes of
NEPA evauation.
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Soils and Geology

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal, state, and loca policies and regulations
relevant to the analysis of soils and geology issuesin the project area.

Federal Regulations

Clean Water Act

Section 402 of the CWA isdirectly relevant to excavation. Amendmentsin 1987
to the CWA added Section 402p, which establishes a framework for regul ating
municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the NPDES program. The
EPA has dd egated to the State Water Board the authority for the NPDES
program in California, which isimplemented by the state’ s nine RWQCBs.
Under the NPDES Phase I Rule, construction activity disturbing 1 acre or more
must obtain a General Permit. General Permit applicants are required to prepare
anotice of intent and a SWPPP and implement and maintain BMPs to avoid
adverse effects on water quality as aresult of construction activities, including
earthwork.

Uniform Building Code (International Building Code)

The design and construction of engineered facilitiesin the California must
comply with the requirements of the Uniform Building Code (UBC). The
International Code Council (ICC) was established in 1994 as a nonprofit
organization dedicated to developing a single set of comprehensive and
coordinated national model construction codes The founders of the ICC are
Building Officials and Code Administrators International, Inc. (BOCA),
International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO), and Southern Building
Code Congress International, Inc. (SBCCI). Since the early twentieth century,
these nonprofit organizations devel oped the three separate sets of model codes
used throughout the United States. Although regional code development has
been effective and responsive in the past, asingle set of codes was devel oped.
The nation’ s three model code groups responded by creating the ICC and by
devel oping codes without regional limitations, the International Codes.

State Regulations

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

California’ s Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act)
(PRC 2621 et seq.), originally enacted in 1972 as the Alquist-Priolo Special
Studies Zones Act and renamed in 1994, is intended to reduce the risk to life and
property from surface fault rupture during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act
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prohibits the location of most types of structures intended for human occupancy
across the traces of active faults and gtrictly regulates construction in the
corridors aong active faults (Earthquake Fault Zones). It also defines criteriafor
identifying active faults, giving legal weight to terms such as active and
establishes a process for reviewing building proposalsin and adjacent to
Earthquake Fault Zones.

Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned, and construction along or across
themis strictly regulated if they are “ sufficiently active” and “well defined.” A
fault is considered sufficiently active if one or more of its segments or strands
shows evidence of surface displacement during Holocene time (defined for the
purposes of the act as within the last 11,000 years). A fault is considered well-
defined if itstrace can be clearly identified by atrained geologist at the ground
surface or in the shallow subsurface, using standard professional techniques,
criteria, and judgment (Hart and Bryant 1997).

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

Like the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990

(PRC 2690-2699.6) isintended to reduce damage resulting from earthquakes.
While the Alquist-Priolo Act addresses surface fault rupture, the Seismic Hazards
Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-related hazards, including strong
ground shaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced landslides. Its provisions
are similar in concept to those of the Alquist-Priolo Act: the state is charged with
identifying and mapping areas at risk of strong ground shaking, liquefaction,
landdides, and other corollary hazards, and cities and counties are required to
regul ate development within mapped Seismic Hazard Zones.

Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, permit review isthe primary
mechanism for local regulation of development. Specifically, cities and counties
are prohibited from issuing development permits for sitesin Seismic Hazard
Zones until appropriate site-specific geologic or geotechnical investigations have
been carried out, and measures to reduce potential damage have been
incorporated into the development plans.

California Building Code Commission

Established in 1953 by the California Building Standards Law, the California
Building Standards Commission (BSC) is an independent commission within the
State and Consumer Services Agency. BSC's mission isto produce sensible and
usable state building standards and administrative regul ations that implement or
enforce those standards. As provided in established laws and rules, BSC is
charged with:

m  assisting state agencies in producing high-quality amendments;

m  working to repeal unnecessary building regulations and see that ambiguous
regulations are more clearly written;

m  assisting various congtituents and special interest groups in making their
needs known to various code-writing departments;

m  administering a public appeal process,
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m  educating the public about the state’ s building code and hel ping them
understand and comply with it; and

m ensuring a high-quality California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, with
minimal errors.

The State of California s minimum standards for structural design and
construction are given in the CBSC (CCR Title 24). The CBSC is based on the
UBC (International Code Council 1997), which is used widely throughout the
United States (generally adopted on a state-by-state or district-by-district basis)
and has been modified for California conditions with numerous, more detailed or
more stringent regulations. The CBSC requires that “classification of the soil at
each building site will be determined when required by the building official” and
that “the classification will be based on observation and any necessary test of the
materials disclosed by borings or excavations.” In addition, the CBSC states that
“the soil classification and design-bearing capacity will be shown on the
(building) plans, unless the foundation conforms to specified requirements.” The
CBSC provides standards for various aspects of construction, including but not
limited to excavation, grading, and earthwork construction; fills and
embankments; expansive soils; foundation investigations; and liquefaction
potential and soil strength loss. In accordance with Cdifornialaw, certain
aspects of the proposed project would be required to comply with all provisions
of the CBSC.

Local Regulations

The Yuba City General Plan addresses geology and soils and associated hazards
such as erosion, subsidence and expansive soils, as well as seismic hazards.
General plan goals and policies that may be applicable to the proposed project
include the following:

Guiding Palicy

9.2-G-1 Minimizerisks of property damage and personal injury posed by
geologic and seismic hazards.

Implementing Policies

8.5-1-7 Require new construction to utilize best management practices such
as site preparation, grading, and foundation designs for erosion control to
prevent sediment runoff into waterways, specifically the Feather River.

Best management practices include:

m  Requiring that low berms or other temporary facilities be built between
aconstruction site and drainage area to prevent sheet-flooding
stormwater from entering storm drains and waterway;

m  Requiring installation of storm drains or other facilities to collect
stormwater runoff during construction; and

m  Requiring onsite retention where appropriate.

9.2-1-1 Review proposed development sites at the earliest stage of the
planning process to locate any potential geologic or seismic hazards.
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Following receipt of a development proposal, engineering staff shall review
the plans to determine whether a geotechnical review isrequired. If the
review is required, then the applicant shall be referred to geotechnical
experts for further evaluation.

9.2-1-3 Require comprehensive geologic and engineering studies of critical
structures regardless of location.

9.2-1-6 Control erosion of graded areas with revegetation or other
acceptable methods.

Environmental Setting

Soilsinthe project area are classified as Columbia fine sandy loam that is
frequently flooded, with Shanghai silt loam occurring farther inland (Natural
Resources Conservation Service 2005). In general, the potential erodibility of
soil in Yuba City is considered dight, because land within the City is generally
flat (slopes less than 9%), annual precipitation levels are low (between 15 and
21 inches), and wind velocities are low. The subsidence hazard overall islow in
Y uba City because the Sacramento and Feather Rivers provide significant
groundwater recharge (Dyett & Bhatia 2004). Additionally, there are no
expansive soilsin the proposed project area; the extreme southwestern corner of
Y uba City is the only area with expansive soils (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).

No active earthquake faults are known to exist in Sutter County, although
potentially active faults in the region could produce ground motion in Y uba City
(Dyett & Bhatia 2004). Approximately 15 mileswest of Sutter County lies the
Central Valley Blind-Thrust Fault, which is known to have caused an estimated
6.5 earthquake in 1892 (Dyett & Bhatia 2004). Two earthquakes with
magnitudes of 4.0 and 4.9 also occurred between 1900 and 1974 near Williams
(Dyett & Bhatia2004). Potentially active faults do exist in Sutter County in the
area near the Sutter Buttes; however, these faults are considered small and have
not exhibited activity in the last 200 years (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).

Typica seismically-induced ground failures include liquefaction, |ateral
spreading, ground lurching, seiches, and landslides. The potential for ground
shaking in Sutter County is considered low to moderate; as such, it isunlikely
that subsequent ground failure would occur in Yuba City (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).
Additionally, landslides are unlikely to occur because the topography of the
project areais relatively flat (Dyett & Bhatia 2004). Furthermore, according to
the City’s Genera Plan, the project areaislocated in an area of low risk for
erosion and expansion of soils (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of impacts on soils and geology are
based on the CEQA Guiddlines, which require impacts be evaluated based on
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thresholds of significance. An alternative is considered to have a significant
impact on soils and geology if it would:

B expose people or structuresto potential substantial adverse effects as aresult
of: rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking,
seismic-related ground failure, or landdides;

m result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;

m belocated on ageologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become
unstable as aresult of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landdide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; be located
on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risksto life or property; or

m  have soilsincapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not include any ground-disturbing activities
and would therefore not affect erosion, liquefaction or expansion of soils,
sedimentation or introduction of construction spoils to the Feather River. As
such, there would be no impact.

Proposed Project

Impact GEO-1: Construction-Related Increased Erosion

Ground-disturbing activities in and around the intake have the potential to result
in accelerated erosion. Asone of the Environmental Commitments incorporated
into the project, the City would prepare and implement an erosion and sediment
control plan as part of a SWPPP to address erosion, stormwater runoff, sediment,
and other construction-related pollutants during project construction and until al
areas disturbed during construction have been permanently stabilized. The
specific BMPs that would be incorporated into the erosion and sediment control
plan and SWPPP would be determined during the final design phase and would
be prepared in accordance with the RWQCB Field Manual. Therefore, this
impact is considered less than significant.
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Impact GEO-2: Operation-Related Increased Erosion

Operation of the new intake is not expected to result in changes to erosion
compared to existing conditions. The new intake would be designed to minimize
erosion or disturbance to soils and the area disturbed during construction would
be stabilized with vegetation or engineered structures. Therefore, thisimpact
would be less than significant.

Impact GEO-3: Increased Risk of Property Damage as a
Result of Ground Shaking

The proposed project does not involve the construction of new buildings or
structures that would house people or be considered susceptible to erosion,
liquefaction, or expansion of soils. In addition, because of project design
components (i.e., cofferdam/dewatering, dry season construction, and post-
construction riprap of the shoreline), temporary erosion concerns during
construction would be reduced to aless-than-significant level.

Pipelines would be installed underground, and the fish screen and new intake
structure would be designed and constructed to withstand a reasonable amount of
ground shaking. The proposed project is susceptible to wind- and water-caused
erosion, and therefore has the potentia to introduce construction spoils and
sediment into the Feather River. Impacts related to water-caused erosion during
construction activities would be reduced by the hydrology and water quality
environmental commitmentsin Chapter 2, “ Description of the Proposed Project
and Alternatives.”

Therefore, less-than-significant impacts on soils and geology are associated with
the implementation of the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project combined with other projects has the potential to result in a
temporary cumulative impact related to soil disturbance during construction. If
other projects are occurring along the waterside of the Feather River levee at the
same time that the proposed project is being constructed, there is potential for
significant erosion. As described above, the proposed project implements
environmental commitments that minimize erosion and sedimentation during and
after construction. Thiswould ensure that the proposed project’s contribution to
any cumulative impactsis not considerable and the impact would be
cumulatively less than significant.
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Biological Resources

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal, state, and loca policies and regulations
relevant to the analysis of biological resource issuesin the project area.

Federal Regulations

Endangered Species Act

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects fish and wildlife species and their
habitats that have been identified by USFWS as threatened or endangered.
Endangered refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population segments (DPSs)
that are in danger of extinction through all or a significant portion of their range.
Threatened refersto those likely to become endangered in the near future.

The ESA isadministered by USFWS and NOAA Fisheries. In general, NOAA
Fisheriesis responsible for protection of listed marine species and anadromous
fishes, whereas other listed species are under USFWS jurisdiction. Provisions of
Sections 7 and 9 of ESA are relevant to this project and are summarized below.

Section 7: Endangered Species Act Authorization Process for
Federal Actions

Section 7 provides a means for authorizing take of threatened and endangered
species by federal agencies. It appliesto actions that are conducted, permitted, or
funded by afedera agency. Under Section 7, the federal agency conducting,
funding, or permitting an action (the federa |ead agency) must consult with
USFWS, as appropriate, to ensure that the proposed action will not jeopardize
endangered or threatened species or destroy or adversely modify designated
critical habitat. If a proposed action “may affect” alisted species or designated
critical habitat, the lead agency is required to prepare a biological assessment
evaluating the nature and severity of the expected effect. In response, USFWS
issues a biological opinion, with a determination that the proposed action either:

m  may jeopardize the continued existence of one or more listed species
(jeopardy finding) or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat (adverse modification finding), or

m  will not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species (no jeopardy
finding) or result in adverse modification of critical habitat (no adverse
modification finding).

Section 9: Endangered Species Act Prohibitions
Section 9 prohibits the take of any wildlife species federally listed as endangered.
Take of threatened species also is prohibited under Section 9, unless otherwise
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authorized by federal regulations.* Take, as defined by ESA, means “to harass,
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to
engage in any such conduct.” Harmisdefined as*any act that kills or injuresthe
species, including significant habitat modification.” In addition, Section 9
prohibits removing, digging up, cutting, and malicioudy damaging or destroying
federaly listed plants on sites under federal jurisdiction.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC 703) enacts the provisions of
treati es between the United States, Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the former
Soviet Union and authorizes the U.S. Secretary of the Interior to protect and
regulate the taking of migratory birds. It establishes seasons and bag limits for
hunted species and protects migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs
(16 USC 703; 50 CFR 21; 50 CFR 10). Mogt actionsthat result in taking or in
permanent or temporary possession of a protected species constitute violations of
MBTA. USFWSisresponsible for overseeing compliance with MBTA.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires coordination with USFWS,
NOAA Fisheries, and DFG when the waters of any stream or other body of water
are proposed, authorized, permitted, or licensed to be impounded, diverted, or
otherwise controlled or modified under afederal permit or license (16 USC 661—
667[€]). USFWStypically prepares a Coordination Act Report (CAR) with
recommendations to address impacts to fish and wildlife resources. The
recommendationsin the CAR are advisory only.

State Regulations

California Endangered Species Act

Californiaimplemented the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984.
The act prohibits the take of endangered and threatened species; however, habitat
destruction is not included in the state’ s definition of take. Section 2090 of
CESA requires state agencies to comply with endangered species protection and
recovery and to promote conservation of these species. DFG administers CESA
and authorizes take through Section 2081 agreements (except for species
designated as fully protected). DFG can adopt afederal biological opinion asa
state biological opinion under California Fish and Game Code, Section 2095. In
addition, DFG can write a consistency determination for species that are both
federaly and state listed if DFG determines that the avoidance, minimization,
and compensation measures will ensure no take of species.

! In some cases, exceptions may be made for threatened species under Section 4[d]. In such cases, USFWS or
NOAA Fisheriesissues a“4[d] rule’ describing protections for the threatened species and specifying the
circumstances under which take is allowed.
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California Fish and Game Code

Fully Protected Species

The Cdlifornia Fish and Game Code provides protection from take for a variety
of species, referred to as fully protected species. Section 5050 lists protected
amphibians and reptiles. Section 3515 prohibits take of fully protected fish
species. Birdsthat are fully protected are listed under Section 3511 and
mammals that are fully protected are included in Section 4700. The California
Fish and Game Code defines take as “ hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or
attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” Except for take related to
scientific research, all take of fully protected speciesis prohibited.

Sections 3503, 3513, and 3800

Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the killing,
possession, or destruction of bird eggs or of bird nests. Sections 3503.5 and 3513
prohibit the killing, possession, or destruction of all nesting birds (including
raptors and passerines). Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any
migratory non-game birds designated under the federal MBTA. Section 3800
prohibits take of non-game birds. Some mammals are protected under

Section 4700.

Eggs and nests of all birds are protected under Section 3503, nesting birds
(including raptors and passerines) under Sections 3503.5 and 3513, birds of prey
under Section 3503.5. Migratory non-game birds are protected under Section
3800.

California Environmental Quality Act

A project normally has a significant environmental impact on biological
resources if it substantialy affects arare or endangered species or the habitat of
that species; substantially interferes with the movement of resident or migratory
fish or wildlife; or substantially diminishes habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants.
(Specific significance criteriafor this project are described in a separate section
below.) The CEQA Guidelines definerare, threatened, or endangered species as
those listed under CESA and ESA, as well as other species that meet the criteria
of the resource agencies or local agencies—for example, DFG-designated species
of special concern and some species listed by the California Native Plant Society.
The CEQA Guidelines state that the lead agency preparing an EIR must consult
with and receive written findings from DFG concerning project impacts on
specieslisted as endangered or threatened. The effects of a project on these
resources are important in determining whether project activities would have
significant environmental impacts under CEQA.

Local Regulations

The Yuba-Sutter Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat
Conservation Plan

The Y uba-Sutter Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation
Plan (NCCP/HCP), currently under development, is a cooperative planning effort
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initiated by Y ubaand Sutter counties to address the impacts of regional proposed
transportation projects (Highways 99 and 70) and any resulting development in
the surrounding area. The purpose of the Y uba-Sutter NCCP/HCP isto provide a
way to continue economic growth and community development; retain the
economic vitaity of the area’ s agricultural community; maintain public uses of
open space; smplify and expedite land use and conservation planning in the plan
area; protect threatened and endangered species, and preserve plant and wildlife
communities.

Environmental Setting

The proposed project would be within the floodplain of the Feather River. A
narrow riparian corridor is present along the west bank of the Feather River, but
the river bank immediately downstream of the proposed new intake structure
location has been riprapped. Orchards are immediately north, west, and south of
the project area.

Listed and proposed listed species potentialy affected by the proposed project
were identified using a variety of database and field methods, as well as through
discussions with resource speciaists. Data were collected using the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (California Natural Diversity Database
2006), and by written request to USFWS. In 2004, as part of the upgrade of the
City’ s WTP, reconnaissance-level biological surveyswere conducted in the
project areafor listed, candidate, and other biological resources of concern. On
September 27, 2006, a follow-up reconnai ssance survey was conducted to
confirm that habitat conditions had not changed. Table 3-10 below identifies
those species with known potential to occur in the project area.

Table 3-10. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Common Name Scientific Name Status Habitat in Project Area?
Invertebrates

Valley elderberry longhorn Desmocerus californicus FT Yes

beetle dimorphus

Conservancy fairy shrimp Branchinecta conservatio FE No (vernal pools and swal es absent)
Vernal pool fairy shrimp Branchinecta lynchi FT No (vernal poolsand swales absent)
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp Lepidurus packardi FE No (vernal pools and swales absent)
Cdlifornialinderiellafairy Linderiella occidentalis n‘a No (seasonal pools within grassands
shrimp absent)

Fish

Central Valley steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss FT Yes

Central Valley spring-run Oncorhynchus tshawytscha FT,ST Yes

Chinook salmon

Central Valley fall-/late fall-run  Oncorhynchus tshawytscha FSC, Yes

Chinook salmon SSC

Winter-run Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha FE,SE Yes
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Common Name Scientific Name Status Habitat in Project Area?

Green sturgeon Acipenser medirostris FT,SSC Yes

Sacramento splittail Pogonichthys macrolepidotus SSC Yes

River lamprey Lamptera ayresi SSC Yes

Hardhead Mylopharodon conocephalus  SSC Yes

Deltasmelt Hypomesus transpacificus FT,ST  No (restricted to Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta)

Amphibians

Cdliforniared-legged frog Rana aurora draytonii FT, SSC No (species extirpated from the
Valley floor)

Californiatiger salamander Ambystoma californiense FT,SSC No (verna poolsand swales absent)

Reptiles

Giant garter snake Thamnophis gigas FT,ST  No (dow-moving, perennia waters
absent)

Western pond turtle Clemmys marmorata FSC, Yes

SSC

Birds

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus SE,SFP  Yes

Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni ST Yes

Black-crowned night heron Nycticorax nycticorax FSC Yes

Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperii n‘a Yes

Great blue heron Ardea Herodias FSC Yes

Great egret Ardea alba FSC Yes

Snowy egret Egretta thula FSC Yes

White tailed (=black shouldered) Elanusleucurus SFP Yes

kite

Western yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus FC,SE Yes

occidentalis

Double-crested cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus na Yes

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus SSC Yes

Tricolored blackbird Agelaiustricolor FSC,SSC Yes

Bank swallow Ripariariparia ST Yes

Plants

Hartweg's golden sunburst Pseudobahia bahiifolia FE No (mima mounds absent; extirpated
from Sacramento Valley)

Veiny monardella Monardella douglasii ssp. CNPS No (foothill annual grassland absent)

Nenosa 1B.1

FT = federally threatened SE = state endangered

FE = federally endangered SSC = dtate species of concern

FC = federa candidate SFP state fully protected

FSC = federal species of concern CNPS1B = Cadlifornia Native Plant Society

ST = state threatened
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Vegetation Communities

The project area contains three types of natural vegetation communities that
could provide or enhance habitat for wildlife species, including special-status
terrestrial wildlife species and special-status fish. These three natural vegetation
communities are valley riverine aquatic habitat, valley/foothill riparian
community, and upland cropland.

Valley Riverine Aquatic

Statusin the Project Area
Valley riverine aguatic habitat, as defined by the CALFED Bay-Delta Program,
includes:

the water column of flowing streams and riversin low-gradient channel
reaches below an elevation of approximately 300 feet that are not tidally
influenced. Thisincludes associated shaded riverine aguatic
(SRA)...Valey riverine aguatic habitat includes portions of the ERP
riparian and riverine aquatic habitat.

Valley riverine aguatic habitat in the project area consists of the Feather River
and associated SRA habitat. Approximately 0.10 acre of valley riverine aquatic
habitat occursin the project area. Valley riverine aquatic habitat is considered
jurisdictional waters of the United States under Section 404 of the CWA.

Valley riverine aguatic habitat in the project area provides habitat for
anadromous and other fish species and western pond turtle (Clemmys
marmorata), which is a State species of concern. Theriver also provides
foraging habitat for numerous other fish and wildlife species. The associated
overhead cover SRA habitat (i.e., riparian habitat) is described below under
Valley/Foothill Riparian.

Valley/Foothill Riparian Community

Statusin the Project Area

The valley/foothill riparian community in the project area consists of riparian
woodland and riparian scrub. Valley/foothill riparian communities are assumed
to be nonjurisdictional (i.e., not regulated under Section 404 of the CWA).
Riparian habitat has been designated by DFG as a habitat of special concernin
California because of its limited abundance and high value to wildlife.

Riparian habitat in the study area occurs on the banks and floodplain of the
Feather River. The section of river bank within the project footprint is lined with
alayer of existing rock revetment. Approximately 0.05 acre of riparian habitat
occurs on the river bank in the project area. Thisriparian habitat is composed of
amature cottonwood tree and riparian scrub vegetation along the riverbank.

Riparian habitat also occurs on adjacent sections of the river bank and on the
floodplain terrace immediately south of the project area. Riparian vegetation
includes Fremont’s cottonwood (Populus fremontii), Gooding’ s willow (Salix
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gooddingii), valley oak (Quercus lobata), and box el der (Acer negundo).
Elderberry shrubs occur in the riparian habitat.

Overstory trees may be used for nesting and roosting by numerous raptors and
also provide suitable habitat for other birds, such as herons, egrets, and numerous
songbirds. Riparian habitat provides important nesting and foraging cover for
resident, migratory, and wintering songbirds. In addition, riparian vegetation
provides habitat for several species of mammals. Riparian habitat aso provides
SRA overhead and instream cover.

Upland Cropland

Statusin the Project Area

Upland cropland habitat is made up of agricultural lands that are not seasonally
flooded. Upland cropland in the project area consists of awalnut orchard on the
west side of the project area.

No specia-status plant species are known to occur in upland cropland habitat
because of the soil disturbance inherent in the agricultural practices. Special-
status wildlife species, such as raptors, and other common wildlife species may
forage in the orchard.

Special-Status Terrestrial Wildlife Species

Eight special-status terrestrial wildlife species were identified as potentially
occurring in the project area or vicinity. Asnoted in Table 3-10, several
identified species lack habitat in the project area and, therefore, are not addressed
further. A brief description of the distribution, status, and biology of valley
elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) and special-status bird species potentially
affected by the proposed project follows.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

Elderberry shrubs are the host plant of the federally listed VELB. Current
information on the beetle indicatesthat it is found only with its host plant, the
elderberry. Adult VELB feed on foliage and are active from early March to early
June. The beetles mate in May, and femal es then lay eggs on living elderberry
shrubs. Larvae bore through the stems of the shrubs to create an opening in the
stem, where they then pupate. After metamorphosing into adults, the beetles
chew acircular exit hole and emerge (Barr 1991). Elderberry shrubsin
Cdlifornia’ s Central Valey are commonly associated with riparian habitat but
al'so occur in oak woodlands, savannas, and disturbed areas.

There are no CNDDB occurrences of VELB in the study area (California Natural
Diversity Database 2007). However, numerous elderberry shrubs are located in
the vicinity of the project. Elderberry shrubs occur in scattered locations along
the banks of the Feather River. The nearest shrubs are less than 100 feet from the
LLPS but at least 20 feet outside the footprint for proposed project activities.
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Bald Eagle

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) isis a state-listed endangered species,
and is protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). This speciestypically nests on seacliffs, coastal
islands, and along large rivers and large lakes. Nests usually are found in large
trees or rock outcrops. The nests generally are located close to water and are
reused annually. In northern California, bald eagles are amost exclusively fish-
eaters, so they are rarely seen far from water.

Bald eagles are uncommon winter visitors to California, with a small number of
resident breeders. This speciesformerly bred throughout the entire length of the
state, but is now confined to only afew localitiesin northern California.

Itisunlikely that they nest in the vicinity of the LLPS because thereis no
suitable nesting habitat. The nearest known bald eagle nest was recorded in
Y uba County approximately 20 miles from the LLPS (California Natural
Diversity Database 2006).

Swainson’s Hawk

The Swainson’s hawk is a state-listed threatened species and is a migratory bird
species protected under the federal MBTA. The Fish and Game Code (FGC)
states:

It isunlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birdsin the orders of
Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or to take, possess, or destroy
the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by this code
or any regulation made pursuant thereto (FGC Section 3503.5).

Swainson’'s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) breeding range occurs from southwestern
Canadato northern Mexico (Godfrey 1986; Semenchuk 1992; Howell and Webb
1995; Smith 1996; England et al. 1997). While nearly all of the North American
populations of Swainson’s hawk winter in South Americaand Mexico, some
small populations winter regularly in the United Statesin Florida and in the
Sacramento—San Joaquin River Delta (Delta) area(Yeeet a. 1991; Herzog
1996).

Foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk consists of relatively open stands of grass-
dominated vegetation, sparse shrublands, and even croplands. Swainson’s hawks
migrate long distances and tend to nest almost exclusively in large, sparsely
vegetated flatlands characterized by valleys, plateaus, broad floodplains, and
large expanses of desert (Bloom 1980). In California, these birdstypically return
to nest sites from early March to April (later in more northern areas of the state).
Migratory flocks begin forming in late August and September, and most birds are
on their wintering grounds by November.

There are two CNDDB occurrences of Swainson’s hawks in the vicinity of the
project area (California Natural Diversity Database 2007). Both of these
occurrences are north of Y uba City and are more than 1 mile from the project
area. Thereisno Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat in the project area, and there
islimited foraging habitat in lands adjacent to the accessroad. Large trees
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adjacent to the project areamay provide suitable nesting or roosting habitat for
Swainson’ s hawk.

Black-Crowned Night Heron (Rookery)

Black-crowned night herons are permanent residents in the Central Valley
(Zeiner et al. 1990). Throughout most of California, the black-crowned night
heron’ s breeding season is from February to July; in the northeastern portion of
the state, it isfrom April to August. Nests are made of sticks, debris, or marsh
plants and are built either in trees or on the ground (Cogswell 1977). The heron
roosts during the day in dense trees or dense emergent wetland plants. Itsdiet
comprises fish, amphibians, insect larvae, crustaceans, other invertebrates,
reptiles, and small mammals (Zeiner et a. 1990).

Although there are no CNDDB records for rookeriesin the study area (California
Natura Diversity Database 2007), black-crowned night herons could occur in the
vicinity of the project area because the riparian habitat along the Feather River
provides suitable rookery locations. However, because of the frequent
disturbance associated with the existing pump station, it is unlikely that they nest
in the immediate project area.

Cooper’s Hawk

The Cooper’ s hawk breeds throughout most of Californiain avariety of
woodland habitats, including riparian and oak woodlands (Zeiner et a. 1990).
Although Cooper’s hawks have not been recorded in the project area or
surrounding areas (California Natural Diversity Database 2007) and formal
surveys have not been performed to determine whether this speciesis present,
Cooper’s hawk is expected to be a permanent resident long the Feather River
because riparian habitat along the Feather River provides suitable nesting,
roosting, and foraging habitat.

Great Blue Heron

Great blue herons nest in coloniesin the tops of secluded large snags or live
trees. Nest colonies, or rookeries, may be located near shallow water feeding
areas but may be as far as 10 miles from shallow water areas. Great blue herons
also will forage in grassands, suitable agricultural lands, and pasture lands. In
the study area, riparian habitat provides nesting and roosting habitat for this
species. Shallow water areas on the Feather River and agricultura lands provide
suitable foraging habitat for this species.

Great blue herons could occur in the vicinity of the project area because the
riparian habitat along the Feather River provides suitable rookery locations.
Because of the frequent disturbance associated with the existing pump station, it
isunlikely that they nest in the immediate vicinity of the intake structure. There
are no CNDDB records for rookeriesin the study area (California Natural
Diversity Database 2007).

Great Egret (Rookery)
Great egrets nest in coloniesin the tops of secluded large snags or live trees.
Great egrets require groves of treesthat are suitable for nesting and roosting, are
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relatively isolated from human activities, and are found near aquatic foraging
areas. Great egretstypically nest from March to July, and populations are
concentrated near nesting colonies. After nesting, individuals disperse over a
wide range (Zeiner et al. 1990).

Nests are constructed from sticks and stems of marsh plants and are built in large
trees. Great egrets feed and rest in fresh and saline emergent wetlands; along the
margins of estuaries, lakes, and slow-moving streams; on mudflats and salt
ponds; and on irrigated croplands and pastures. They eat primarily fishes,
amphibians, snakes, snails, crustaceans, insects, and small mammals (Zeiner et
al. 1990).

Great egrets are expected to occur along the Feather River because the riparian
habitat along the Feather River provides suitable rookery locations. Because of
the frequent disturbance associated with the existing pump station, it is unlikely
that they nest in theimmediate vicinity of the intake structure. There are no
CNDDB records for rookeriesin the study area (California Natural Diversity
Database 2007).

Snowy Egret (Rookery)

Snowy egrets nest in single-species or mixed-species colonies (Parsons and
Master 2000). Nestsare built in low, dead trees or shrubs out of sticks and the
stems of marsh plants. Nests may be built near freshwater lakes or built on the
banks of marshes out of tules (Cogswell 1977). The breeding season isfrom late
March to mid-May in southern and central Californiaand late April through late
August in northern California (Zeiner et al. 1990).

Snowy egrets often are observed in saltwater marshes, tidal 1agoons, tidal
estuaries, and aong the banks of lakes, rivers, and streams hunting for food.
Snowy egrets feed on awide variety of prey, including fish, crayfish and other
crustaceans, reptiles, amphibians, aquatic and terrestria insects, and small
mammals (Parsons and Master 2000).

Snowy egrets are expected to occur along the Feather River because the riparian
habitat along the Feather River provides suitable rookery locations. Because of
the frequent disturbance associated with the existing pump station, it is unlikely
that they nest in theimmediate vicinity of the intake structure. There are no
CNDDB records for rookeriesin the study area (California Natural Diversity
Database 2007).

Double-Crested Cormorant (Rookery)

Double-crested cormorants nest in large colonies in large trees near suitable
foraging habitat (Zeiner et a. 1990). The breeding season is from April through
July central Cdifornia. Double-crested cormorants occur in awide range of
habitats ranging from slow-moving rivers and other waterways, lakes, estuaries
and coastal waters. Cormorants primarily feed on fish but may occasionally take,
crayfish and other crustaceans and insects.
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Double-crested cormorants are expected to occur in the study area because the
riparian habitat along the Feather River provides suitable rookery locations.
Because of the frequent disturbance associated with the existing pump station it
isunlikely that they nest in the immediate vicinity of the intake structure. There
are no CNDDB records for rookeriesin the study area (California Natural
Diversity Database 2007).

White-Tailed Kite

The white-tailed kite is a state fully protected species. This speciestypically
breeds in open country with scattered trees, nesting in trees usually located near
water. Potential white-tailed kite nesting and roosting habitat exists near the
LLPS and intake structure. The open space areas near the project area provide
potential foraging habitat. In addition, the large trees adjacent to the river and
LLPS may provide suitable nesting or roosting habitat for white-tailed kite.

There are no CNDDB occurrences of white-tailed kite in the project area; the
nearest known white-tailed kite nest was recorded approximately 6.15 miles from
the LLPS (California Natural Diversity Database 2007). Although formal
surveys have not been performed to determine whether this speciesis present,
white-tailed kite is expected to be a permanent resident along the Feather River
because riparian habitat along the Feather River provides nesting, roosting, and
foraging habitat for this species.

Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo

The western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) is a state-
listed endangered species. This species occupies riparian forests, preferring large
tracts of dense stands dominated by willows and cottonwoods. Nests are
commonly placed in dense cover and intermingled with willows.

Cuckoos have been recorded as occurring along the Feather River, approximately
0.5 mile upstream and 2 miles downstream of the proposed project area. These
areas are both densely wooded, and the proposed project areais not; therefore,
the western yellow-billed cuckoo is not anticipated to occur in the project area,
but could fly through the project area (City of Y uba City 2005).

Loggerhead Shrike

The loggerhead shrike (Lanius loduvicianus) is a state species of concern. This
species typically forages and breeds in open country with scattered trees,
grasslands, or agricultural areas. They nest in trees or low shrubs adjacent to
open foraging areas. The speciesis mostly resident and nests the entire length of
the state except for the northwest coastal and mountain forests and higher
mountain aress.

Potential loggerhead shrike foraging habitat exists near the LLPS and pipeline
alignment. This area can support loggerhead shrike prey and is considered
suitable foraging habitat for this species. In addition, the scrub and riparian
habitats adjacent to the river and LLPS may provide suitable nesting habitat for
loggerhead shrike.
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However, according to the CNDDB, there are no recorded occurrences of
loggerhead shrike within 50 miles of the project area (California Natural
Diversity Database 2006).

Bank Swallow

The bank swallow (Ripariariparia), a state-listed threatened species, prefers
nesting colony sitesin natural banks, bluffs, and cliffs where erosion, primarily
from running water, maintains a vertical surface. The vertical surface
discourages growth of vegetation and protects the nest from predation. Soils
must be of sand or loam to alow for burrowing (Garrison 1999). This species
tends to return each nesting season to the same reach of river, although not
necessarily the same bank site (Buechner 1992).

Suitable habitat for bank swallows exists along the east bank of the Feather
River, opposite the LLPS and intake. The nearest recorded occurrence of bank
swallows to the proposed project area is upstream approximately 0.5 mile on the
Feather River. No swallows were observed in the areain December 2004 or
March 2005.

Tricolored Blackbird

Thetricolored blackbird (Agelaiustricolor) is a state species of concern. They
arelargely endemic to California, and more than 99% of the global population
occursin the state. In any given year, more than 75% of the breeding population
can be found in the Central Valey (Hamilton 2000). Tricolored blackbirds have
three basic requirements for selecting their breeding colony sites. open
accessible water; a protected nesting substrate, including either flooded or thorny
or spiny vegetation; and a suitable foraging space providing adequate insect prey
within afew miles of the nesting colony (Hamilton et a. 1995; Beedy and
Hamilton 1997, 1999). Almost 93% of the 252 breeding colonies reported by
Neff (1937) were in freshwater marshes dominated by cattails and bulrushes
(Schoenopl ectus spp.).

Foraging habitatsin all seasonsinclude annual grassands; wet and dry vernal
pools and other seasonal wetlands; agricultural fields (e.g., large tracts of dfafa
with continuous mowing schedules and recently tilled fields); cattle feedlots; and
dairies. Tricolored blackbirds also forage occasionally in riparian scrub habitats
and along marsh borders. Weed-free row crops and intensively managed
vineyards and orchards do not serve as regular foraging sites (Beedy and
Hamilton 1997, 1999). High-quality foraging areasinclude irrigated pastures,
lightly grazed rangelands, dry seasonal pools, mowed alfafafields feedlots, and
dairies (Beedy and Hamilton 1999). Lower quality foraging habitatsinclude
cultivated row crops, orchards, vineyards, and heavily grazed rangel ands.

The narrow riparian corridor near the LLPS may provide limited nesting and
foraging habitat for tricolored blackbirds. The nearest known tricolored
blackbird colony was recorded in Y uba County approximately 2 miles from the
LLPS (California Natural Diversity Database 2006).
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Western Pond Turtle

The western pond turtle is a state species of special concern and inhabits
permanent or nearly permanent waters with little or no current (Behler and King
1998). The channel banks of inhabited waters usually have thick vegetation, but
basking sites, such aslogs, rocks, or open banks, also must be present (Zeiner et
al. 1988). Eggsarelaidin nests along sandy banks of large, slow-moving
streams or in upland areas, including grasslands, woodlands, and savannas.

There are no CNDDB occurrences of western pond turtle anywhere near the
project area (California Natural Diversity Database 2007), but this species could
occur in the project area because the Feather River provides suitable aquatic
habitat for this species and the river banks and surrounding upland areas provide
suitable nesting habitat.

Special-Status Fish Species

Eight special-status aquatic species potentially occur in the project area or
downstream of the project area. Deltasmelt are not present in the Feather River
and, therefore, are not addressed in this assessment. The distribution, status, and
biology of each special-status fish species potentially affected by the proposed
project are described briefly below. An indication of the presence/absence of
different life history stages of special-status species potentially in the project area
isshownin Table 3-11.

Central Valley Steelhead

Status

Central Valley steelhead was listed as threatened under the federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) (63 FR 13347, March 19, 1998). Thisdistinct population
segment (DPS) consists of steelhead in the Sacramento and San Joaquin River
basinsin the Central Valey. The Feather River Hatchery and the Coleman
National Fish Hatchery steelhead populations, although previoudy included in
the DPS, were not part of the listed steelhead population until January 5, 2006
(74 FR 834). Thefind rule designating Central Valley steelhead critical habitat
was issued September 2, 2005 (70 FR 52614).

LifeHistory

There are two life history types of steelhead, stream-maturing or summer
steelhead, and ocean-maturing or winter steelhead, based on the state of sexual
meaturity at the time of river entry and the duration of their spawning migration.
Winter steelhead mature in the ocean, enter fresh water with well-devel oped
gonads, and spawn shortly after river entry. In contrast, winter steelhead enter
fresh water with immature gonads and typically spend several monthsin fresh
water before spawning. Winter steelhead are found in Central Valley rivers and
streams (M cEwan and Jackson 1996), and summer steelhead are found in
tributaries of the Smith, Eel, Mad, Klamath, and Trinity River systems (McEwan
and Jackson 1996: 38).
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Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

Historically, Central Valley steelhead spawned and reared in the most upstream
portions of the Sacramento River—San Joaquin River system and its perennial
tributaries. However, dams have resulted in a 95% reduction of river habitat
available to anadromous salmonid fish, and reproducing runs of steelhead in the
Central Valley currently are restricted to the Sacramento River and accessible
tributaries (Reynolds et al. 1993).

Central Valley steelhead occur in the Sacramento, Feather, Y uba, and San
Joaguin Rivers (CALFED Bay-Delta Program 2003). Population levels of
naturally spawned steelhead are lower than historical levels. Current populations
are composed predominantly of hatchery fish.

Reasonsfor Decline

Factors that adversely affect steelhead include |lethal water temperatures during
egg incubation and early rearing, increased predation by nonnative predators
such as bass, loss of habitat, and entrainment loss to diversions (Moyle 2002).

LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

In the Feather River, Central Valley steelhead are possibly a mixture of hatchery
and wild fish. The Feather River Fish Hatchery raises and rel eases steel head
each year. Limited information exists regarding the abundance, location, and
timing of steelhead spawning in the Feather River. Hatchery-produced fry are
trucked from the hatchery for release downstream of the project site and would
not be affected by the project. Returning adults use the Feather River in the
project area as a migratory corridor from August through December to the
hatchery or upstream spawning areas.

DWR performs redd surveys on the Feather River. Adult steelhead migrate up
the river system beginning in August and spawn from December through March
(Kindoff and Kurth 2003). Female adult steelhead deposit their eggsin
excavated gravel nests (redds). Most spawning occurs between RMs 59 and 63.5
and between RMs 66 and 67 (Kindoff and Kurth 2003). Estimated natural
reproduction was 163 steelhead in the Feather River in 2003. The hatchery
maintains records of steelhead returns; counts since 1969 have ranged from alow
of 78in 1972 to ahigh of 2,587 in 1989, averaging 904 adults per year
(Cdlifornia Department of Water Resources 2001).

Emigration timing of juvenile steelhead in the lower Feather River has not been
well defined because of variable life history patterns and difficulty in capturing
emigrating juveniles using standard capture methods (Seesholtz et a. 2004).
Available dataindicate that juvenile steelhead rear year-round primarily in the
low-flow channel (LFC) and upper reaches of the high-flow channel (HFC)
(upstream of the project area) and that most emigrate as yearlings or older
juvenilesin the winter and spring (California Department of Water Resources
2003; Seesholtz et al. 2004).
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Critical Habitat in Project Area

The Feather River, from the confluence of the Y uba River upstream to Oroville
Dam, isincluded in the critical habitat range for this species. Critical habitat
consists of the water, substrate, and adjacent riparian zone of accessible estuarine
and riverine reaches of the Delta.

Spring-Run Chinook Salmon

Status

The Centra Valley spring-run Chinook salmon Evolutionarily Significant Unit
(ESV) includes populations in the Sacramento River and its tributariesin
Cadlifornia, including the Feather River, aswell as the Feather River Hatchery
spring-run Chinook program. They are listed as threatened under both CESA
and ESA (70 FR 37160). Thefinal rule designating critical habitat was issued on
September 2, 2005 (70 FR 52598).

LifeHistory

Adult Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon emigrate from the ocean in late
January to early February (California Department of Fish and Game 1998).
Spring-run Chinook salmon adults |eave the ocean and enter the Sacramento
River primarily from March to June. From the Sacramento River, adult Central
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon enter native tributaries primarily between
mid-April and mid-June (National Marine Fisheries Service 2006). Streamflows
must be sufficient to provide olfactory cues for migration and adult passage to
upstream holding habitat. The ideal water temperature for upstream migration
ranges from 38° to 56°F (3° to 15°C) (Bell 1991).

Adult spring-run Chinook salmon hold in the spawning areas during summer
until their gonads mature and become ready for spawning. Thisisthe primary
characteristic that distinguishes the spring run from other runs of Chinook
salmon. Spring-run Chinook salmon require cool fresh water while their gonads
mature for several months over the summer. During this maturation period,
spring-run Chinook salmon use mid- to high-elevation streams, which provide
appropriate temperatures and adequate flow, cover, and pool depth for over-
summering (Yoshiyamaet al. 1998). Tailwaters below dams also may provide
suitable habitat during sexual maturation if coldwater releases are made (National
Marine Fisheries Service 20053a).

Spawning reportedly occurs between September and October, with apeak in
September (National Marine Fisheries Service 2005a). The upper limit of the
ideal temperature range for adult spawning is 57°F (14°C) (Cdifornia
Department of Fish and Game 1998). Fry emerge from November to March
(Moyle 2002). Thetiming of egg incubation and hatching is temperature-
dependent, i.e., embryo development time is afunction of water temperature,
with faster devel opment (shorter times to hatch) occurring at elevated
temperatures. The optimal temperature range for egg incubation is 44 to 54°F
(7to 12°C) (Rich 1997, as cited in California Department of Fish and Game
1998).
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Emigration timing of spring-run Chinook salmon is variable; some juveniles
begin emigration soon after emergence, and others remain over summer and
begin emigration as yearlings the following fall, usualy with the onset of storms
(Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game 1998). Chinook salmon spend
between 1 and 4 yearsin the ocean before returning to their natal streamsto
spawn (National Marine Fisheries Service 2005a).

Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

Historically, the Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon ESU was distributed
throughout the Sacramento River—San Joaquin River system, with a population
as high as 600,000 between the late 1880s and 1940s (California Department of
Fish and Game 1998).

Mill, Deer, and Butte Creeks in the Sacramento River system supported self-
sustaining, persistent populations of spring-run Chinook salmon. In the late
1980s, population abundance in these creeks reached alow (5-year mean
population sizes of 67-243 spawners), compared to a historical peak abundance
of perhaps 700,000 spawners for the ESU (Good et a. 2005). Asof 2001,
abundance data indicate that since the early 1990s Central Valley spring-run
Chinook salmon populations have increased in Mill, Deer, and Butte Creeks
(Good et a. 2005).

The upper Sacramento, Y uba, and Feather Rivers are reported to support Central
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon (CALFED Bay-Delta Program 2003). The
population status in the upper Sacramento river is poorly documented, but the
sizeislikely small; the degree of hybridization with fall-run Chinook salmon is
unknown (Good et al. 2005). The Feather and Y uba Rivers contain populations
believed to be influenced by the Feather River Hatchery spring-run Chinook
salmon stock, and there is concern that fall-run and spring-run Chinook salmon
have hybridized in the hatchery (Good et al. 2005).

Reasonsfor Decline

The decline of spring-run Chinook salmon can be attributed to several factors
including: water development for hydroel ectric production, irrigation, domestic
water supplies and flood control; entrainment in water diversions; riparian and
aquatic habitat degradation; disease and predation; and genetic threats from the
Feather River Hatchery spring-run Chinook salmon program (CALFED Bay-
Delta Program 2003). Dams, regulated flows, entrainment of migrating fish into
unscreened diversions, and elevated water temperatures have affected important
juvenile rearing habitat and migration corridors (Moyle 2002).

LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

The project area contains the Feather River populations of Central Valley spring-
run Chinook sailmon. Adults and juveniles migrate through the project area.
Adults hold and spawn approximately 45 miles upstream, in the uppermost

3 miles of accessible habitat below the Feather River Fish Hatchery (California
Department of Water Resources 2001). The number of naturally spawning
spring-run Chinook salmon in the Feather River has been estimated only
periodically since the 1960s, with estimates ranging from two fishin 1978 to
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2,908 in 1964. Adult spring-run Chinook salmon that return to the Feather River
Fish Hatchery have been counted each year since 1963; their numbers have
ranged from 146 to 1967 to 8,662 in 2003 (California Department of Fish and
Game 2004a).

Based on run-time observations of spring-run Chinook salmon in the Feather
River, adults are likely to be present in the project area during the upstream
migration period between February and July. During this period, adults are
assumed to actively migrate through the project areato summer holding habitat
in the LFC below Oroville Dam.

Results from Feather River Chinook salmon emigration studies indicate that most
juvenile Chinook salmon (both spring- and fall-run) emigrate soon after
emergence at sizes lessthan 50 mm in length (Seesholtz et a. 2004). Emigration
typically beginsin mid-November, peaks between January and March, and
continues through June (California Department of Water Resources 1999a,
1999h, 1999c; Seesholtz et al. 2004). Therefore, rearing and emigrating
juveniles are likely present in the project area from mid-November through June,
with the greatest abundance of individualsin January, February, and March.
Little information is available on Chinook salmon emigration in the lowermost
portion of the lower Feather River, but most juveniles probably have emigrated
from the river by mid-May in response to physiological cues and rising water
temperatures.

Critical Habitat in Project Area

NOAA Fisheries designated critical habitat for Central Valley spring-run
Chinook salmon September 2, 2005 (70 FR 52488). Critical habitat consists of
the water, substrate, and adjacent riparian zone of accessible estuarine and
riverine reaches within the historical range of the Central Valley spring-run
Chinook salmon ESU that can still be occupied by any life stage of Chinook
salmon.

Critical habitat in the project area would be those areas that provide primary
constituent elements, physical and biological features of the landscape necessary
for survival and reproduction. Thiswould include spawning habitat, freshwater
rearing habitat, freshwater migration corridors, and estuarine areas.

The project area provides migratory and rearing habitat for Central Valley
spring-run Chinook salmon. The essential features of freshwater salmonid
habitat in the project areainclude adequate substrate, water quality, water
guantity, water temperature, water velocity, cover/shelter, food, riparian
vegetation, space, and safe passage conditions (National Marine Fisheries
Service 20053). Water temperature is amajor determinant of the suitability of
habitat for salmonidsin the project area. Consequently, adults and juveniles
primarily occur in the project area during the late fall, winter, and early spring
when water temperatures are most favorable for migration and rearing. Because
of ambient air temperatures, lack of riparian shading, and thermal inputs from
agricultural outfall water, water temperatures are warmer than desired for
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salmonids from late spring through early fall (National Marine Fisheries Service
2005a).

Habitat in the project areais used primarily as juvenile rearing habitat and
migratory habitat for adult and juvenile spring-run Chinook salmon. The channel
in the project areais confined by levees with little woody vegetation and
generally lacks the attributes of high quality rearing habitat (i.e., shallow water,
habitat complexity, and cover). The project area supportsrelatively little
vegetation, except for asingle large tree and shrubs and a dominance of low-
growing grasses.

Essential Fish Habitat in Project Area

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is the aquatic habitat (water and substrate)
necessary for fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity that would allow a
level of production needed to support a long-term, sustainable commercial
fishery and contribute to a healthy ecosystem (National Marine Fisheries Service
1998). Consultation with NOAA Fisheriesisrequired for potentia effectson all
runs of Chinook salmon because of their commercial value.

Fishin the project areathat are covered under the EFH assessment are Central
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon and Central Valley fall-/late fall-run Chinook
salmon (described below). Important components of EFH for spawning, rearing,
and migration are adequate:

m  substrate composition;

m  water quality;

m  water quantity, depth, and velocity;
m channel gradient and stability;

m  food;

m cover and habitat complexity;

m  space

m  access and passage; and

m  habitat connectivity.
EFH isincluded in the Feather River for spring-run Chinook salmon.
Sacramento River Winter-Run Chinook Salmon

Status

Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon were listed as threatened in
November 1990 (55 FR 46515). In January 1994 their status was reclassified as
endangered (59 FR 440) because of continued decline and increased variability
of run sizes since 1989, the expectation of weak returns as aresult of two small
year classes (1991 and 1993), and continuing threats to populations; their
endangered status was reaffirmed in June 2005 (70 FR 37160). Critical habitat
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for Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon was designated in July 1993
(50 FR 33212).

LifeHistory

Adult Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon enter the Sacramento River
basin between December and July, peaking in March (National Marine Fisheries
Service 2006). Suitable temperatures for upstream migration range from 57 to
67°F (14 t0 19°C) (National Marine Fisheries Service 1997b). Most Sacramento
River winter-run Chinook salmon return to spawn as 3-year-olds (Moyle 2002).
Spawning occurs from late April to early August, with peak spawning occurring
in May or June (Mayle 2002).

Juvenile Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon reside in streams for
approximately 5 to 10 months before emigration to the ocean (Moyle 2002).
Emigration of juveniles past Red Bluff Diversion Dam beginsin mid-July and
can continue through March of the following year in dry years (National Marine
Fisheries Service 1997).

Additional information on the life history and habitat requirements of
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon can be found in NOAA Fisheries
biological opinion for this species based on their review of the Sacramento River
Flood Control Project Critical Levee Erosion Repair Project (National Marine
Fisheries Service 2006).

Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

Historically, Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon populations occurred
in the McCloud, Pit, and Little Sacramento Rivers, aswell as tributaries such as
Hat Creek and Fall River, with perhaps smaller populations in Battle Creek and
the Calaveras River (Good et a. 2005). Following completion of Shasta Dam,
distribution of winter-run Chinook salmon was limited to the Sacramento River,
Battle Creek, and Calaveras River; presently, populations in Battle Creek and the
Calaveras River are believed to have been extirpated (Good et a. 2005). Itis
estimated that in the 1960s Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon
population approached 100,000 (National Marine Fisheries Service 2006).
Populations declined to fewer than 200 fish in the 1990s (Good et al. 2005), but
have recently increased according to population estimates from 2003 to 2005.

Current distribution of winter-run Chinook salmon is limited to the mainstem
Sacramento River to above the Red Bluff Diversion Dam (Good et al. 2005). In
2002 and 2003, winter-run popul ation numbers have increased since their lowsin
the 1990s. From the Red Bluff Diversion Dam counts, 9,169 Chinook salmon
passed by the dam in 2002. In 2003, 9,757 winter-run were counted passing the
dam (California Department of Fish and Game 2004b). In 2006, an estimated
7,513 winter-run were counted at Red Bluff (Pacific Fishery Management
Council 2007).

Reasonsfor Decline
Damsin the Central Valley have blocked accessto all historical spawning
grounds, altered water temperatures, and reduced habitat complexity (National
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Marine Fisheries Service 2007). Additionally, disease, predation, and poor water
quality as aresult of toxicants, have contributed to the decline of the Sacramento
River winter-run Chinook salmon.

LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

Although winter-run Chinook salmon do not spawn in the Feather River, out-of
basin juveniles may use habitatsin the project areafor non-natal rearing and
growth November through March.

Critical Habitat in Project Area

Critical habitat for Sacramento winter-run Chinook salmon was designated to
include the Sacramento River from Keswick Dam (RM 302) to Chipps Island
(RM 0) at the westward margin of the Delta (50 FR 3312). Designated critical
habitat does not include the Feather River.

Essential Fish Habitat in Project Area
EFH isincluded in the Feather River for Sacramento River winter-run Chinook
salmon.

Central Valley Fall-/Late Fall-Run Chinook Salmon

Status

The Central Valley fall- /late fall+un Chinook salmon ESU includes all naturally
spawned fall- and late fall+un populations of Chinook salmon in the Sacramento
and San Joaquin basins and their tributaries, east of the Carquinez Strait,
California (National Marine Fisheries Service 1999). The Centra Valley fall-
/late fall-run Chinook salmon is a candidate species (formerly a Category 1
species) under the ESA (National Marine Fisheries Service 1999). Thelate fall—
run Chinook salmonislisted as a California species of special concern.

LifeHistory

Fall-run Chinook salmon are mostly ocean-type Chinook and are adapted for
spawning in lowland reaches of large rivers and associated tributaries. Fall-run
Chinook salmon migrate upstream to fresh water from August through November
(Moyle 2002). The peak spawning period for fall-run Chinook salmon is
October through November. Eggs are deposited in redds in gravel-bottom areas
with relatively swift, cool (<60°F) water. The eggs hatch in 3 to 4 months, and
the larvae remain in the gravel for another 2 to 3 weeks before emerging. Fall-
run Chinook salmon fry emerge December through March and typically seek out
shallow, nearshore habitat with slow water velacities (Moyle 2002). Asthey
grow, they move to deeper, faster water. Juveniles have a brief rearing period,
ranging from 1 to 7 months, prior to emigration (Moyle 2002). Fall-run Chinook
salmon juveniles emigrate between January and June.

The differences between fall- and late fall-run Chinook salmon are related to
timing of migration into fresh water, timing of spawning, timing of juvenile
emergence, and length of time juveniles remain in fresh water (Moyle 2002).
Late fal—un Chinook salmon adults move upstream from October through April
(Moyle 2002). Late fall-run Chinook salmon are primarily stream-type, and they
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typically enter fresh water in an immature state and hold until they are sexually
mature. The peak spawning period for late fall-run Chinook salmon is February
through March (Moyle 2002). Late fall-run fry emerge April through June
(Moyle 2002). Stream residency for juveniles spans a period of 7 to 13 months.
Relative to fall-run juveniles, late fall-run juveniles are comparatively large once
emigration begins (Moyle 2002). Emigration of late fall-run Chinook salmon
generally occurs from June through December.

Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

Historically, Central Valley fall-/late fall-run Chinook salmon occupied many
streams of the Sacramento—San Joaguin watershed. Fall-run Chinook salmon
used rivers and their tributariesin the Central Valley from the Kings River in the
south to the Pit and McCloud Riversin the north (Schick et al. 2005). Itislikely
that late fall-run Chinook salmon used the Sacramento River and tributaries
above Shasta Dam (Moyle et a. 1995). Fall-run Chinook salmon were the most
abundant run in the Central Valey (Moyle 2002).

The overall population abundance for this ESU isrelatively high, but the
abundance of naturally produced fish is declining. Natura productionis
especially low in the San Joaguin River drainage (63 FR 11481; March 9, 1998).
Barriers to fish passage on many streams and rivers limit upstream habitat.

Reasonsfor Decline
Several factors have contributed to the population decline of Central Valey fall-
/late fall-run Chinook salmon, including:

m |oss and degradation of spawning and rearing habitat,

m  ateration of streamflows,

m over harvesting;

m entrainment into water diversions,

m  blockage of migration routes,

m toxicant exposure, and

m |ossof genetic viability from interbreeding with hatchery stocks.
LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

Adult fall-run Chinook salmon pass through the project area from July through
December as they migrate upstream to spawning areas upstream of the project
area. Juvenile fal-run Chinook salmon rear and emigrate in the project area from

December through June. Their seasona abundance and emigration patterns are
generally similar to those of spring-run Chinook salmon (see above).

Essential Fish Habitat in Project Area
EFH isincluded in the Feather River for fal-/late fall--un Chinook salmon.
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Sacramento Spilittail

Status

The Sacramento splittail was federally listed as threatened on February 8, 1999
(64 FR 5963), and delisted on September 22, 2003 (68 FR 55139). The splittail
isa California species of special concern because of uncertainties regarding long-
term abundance trends.

LifeHistory

Sacramento splittail typically mature at the end of their second year, and adults
migrate upstream to forage and spawn in February through May (Moyle 2002).
Splittail spawn from February into early July over flooded vegetation, although
peak activity isusualy in March and April (Moyleet a. 2003). The onset of
spawning is associated with rising water levels, lower water temperature, and
increasing day length (Moyle et a. 2003).

Splittail eggs are attached to submerged vegetation or other submerged substrate
and hatch within 3to 5 days after spawning (Moyle et al. 2003). Sacramento
splittail larvae remain in shallow, weedy areas close to the spawning sites for

10 to 14 days after hatching and move into deeper water as they mature and
swimming ability increases (California Department of Water Resources 2004c).
Y oung-of -year splittail typically are captured in large numbers at the SWP and
CVP pumping plantsin the south Deltain late May through mid-July, indicative
of aseasonal downstream movement (Moyle et al. 2003).

Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

The Sacramento splittail is endemic to rivers, lakes, and sloughs of the Central
Valley. Historically, they were found in the Sacramento River asfar upstream as
Redding and in the American River up to Folsom (Moyle et a. 2003). Inthe
Feather River, Sacramento splittail were found as far upstream as Oroville
(Moyle et al. 2003). Historical abundance of Sacramento splittail is not known,
but they were considered relatively common and widely distributed in the Bay-
Delta estuary through the early 1960s (Moyle et a. 2003).

Currently, splittail are found most frequently in the Sacramento River below the
mouth of the Feather River, and their numbers become increasingly limited in an
upstream direction, particularly during summer and fall (Moyle et a. 2003). In
wet years during winter and spring, adults may migrate upstream in the
Sacramento River asfar asthe Red Bluff Diversion Dam and into the lower
Feather and American Rivers (Moyle 2002; Moyle et a. 2003).

Reasonsfor Decline

Loss and degradation of riverine spawning and rearing habitat and changesin
hydrology have reduced Sacramento splittail populations. Flood control
practices have created artificial hydrologic conditions that may act to reduce the
regularity of flooding in floodplain habitat (e.g., Yolo Bypass). Other factors
contributing to splittail population decline include variationsin climate,
introduction of nonnative predators and competitors, toxic substances, and
exploitation (Moyle 2002).
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LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

Sacramento splittail adults are assumed to occur in the project area during
upstream migration to spawning areas in February through May. Juveniles may
occur in the project area during downstream migration to the Bay-Delta estuary.
Because of the lack of preferred spawning and nursery habitat (flooded shall ow-
water habitat with submerged vegetation), spawning, larval, or juvenile rearing
are unlikely in the immediate project area.

North American Green Sturgeon (Southern DPS)

Status

On April 7, 2006, NOAA Fisheriesissued afinal rule listing the Southern DPS of
North American green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris) as a threatened species.
This determination was based on the reduction of potential spawning habitat, the
severe threats to the single remaining spawning population, the inability to

alleviate these threats with conservation measures in place, and the decreasein
observed numbers of juvenile Southern DPS green sturgeon collected in the past
two decades compared to those collected historicaly (71 FR 17757, April 7,
2006).

Critical habitat for the North American green sturgeon has not been designated.
NOAA Fisheries has proposed to designate critical habitat for the Southern DPS
green sturgeon (73 FR 52084, September 8, 2008). The Sacramento River, lower
Feather River, lower Y ubaRiver, the Delta and Suisun, San Pablo, and San
Francisco Bays are included in the areas proposed as critical habitat in California.

LifeHistory

The green sturgeon is anadromous, but it is the most marine-oriented of the
sturgeon species. It entersrivers primarily to spawn, although its early life stages
in freshwater may last aslong as 2 years (Moyle 2002). Adults typically migrate
upstream into rivers between late February and late July. Spawning occurs from
March to July, with peak spawning from mid-April to mid-June. Green sturgeon
are believed to spawn every 3 to 5 years, although recent evidence indicates that
spawning may be as frequent as every 2 years (70 FR 17386). Peak spawning
reportedly occurs between April and June (U.S. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Reclamation 2008). Littleis known about the specific spawning
habitat preferences of green sturgeon. Deep, cool pools with turbulent water and
large cobble are thought to be the preferred spawning habitat of green sturgeon
(Adamset a. 2002). It isbelieved that adult green sturgeon broadcast their eggs
in deep, fast water over large cobble substrate, where the eggs settle into the
interstitial spaces (Moyle 2002). Spawning generaly is associated with water
temperatures from 46 to 57°F (8 to 14°C). In the Central Vdley, spawning
occurs in the Sacramento River upstream of Hamilton City, perhaps asfar
upstream as Keswick Dam (Moyle 2002).

Spawning areas and migratory corridors provide rearing habitat for juvenile
green sturgeon (U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 2008).
Movement and foraging during downstream migration occurs at night for both
larvae (approximately 10 days post-hatch) and juveniles (73 FR 52084; Cech et
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al. 2000, ascited in U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation
2008). Limited information is available on larval rearing habitat. The optimal
temperature for larval growth is believed to be approximately 59°F (15°C);
temperatures outside the range of 52 to 66°F (11 to 19°C) may be detrimental to
growth (Cech et al. 2000, as cited in 73 FR 52084). Larvae complete
metamorphosis to juveniles at 45 days post-hatch (Deng et al. 2002). Juveniles
inhabit the Delta until they are approximately 4 to 6 years old, when they migrate
to the ocean (Kohlhorst et al. 1991).

Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

In North America, green sturgeon are found in rivers from British Columbia
south to the Sacramento River. In the Pacific Ocean, they range from the Bering
Seato Ensenada, Mexico (Moyle 2002). Historical spawning populationsin
Cdliforniaexisted only in the Eel River and the Klamath-Trinity River system
(Moyle 2002). Spawning has been confirmed in only threerivers, the Rogue
River in Oregon, and the Klamath and Sacramento Riversin California (National
Marine Fisheries Service 2008). Green sturgeon may spawn in the Feather River
during high-flow years (California Department of Fish and Game 2002) but
sightings to confirm this have not been documented. Historical use of the
Feather River, prior to congtruction of Oroville Dam, is unknown.

Reasonsfor Decline

Decline of the Southern DPS green sturgeon can be attributed to several factors,
including loss of spawning habitat in the upper Sacramento and Feather Rivers;
entrainment by water project operations; limiting or lethal water temperatures,
and commercial and recreationa fisheries harvest (71 FR 17757, April 2006).

LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

Historical and current records confirm the presence of adult green sturgeon in the
Feather River (Beamesderfer et al. 2004; Seesholtz pers. comm.). In 2008, one
adult was detected by a fixed telemetry monitor at Star Bend in May, and another
adult was sighted in early June at Shanghai Bend (Seesholtz pers. comm.). In
2006, a dozen sturgeon, of which four were green sturgeon, were observed near
the Thermalito Outlet on the Feather River (Seesholtz pers. comm.).

There are no records of larval or juvenile sturgeon, even before the Oroville Dam
ingallation (Nationa Marine Fisheries Service 2005b). As previoudy stated,
there are unconfirmed reports that green sturgeon could spawn in the Feather
River during high-flow years (California Department of Fish and Game 2002).
Adults likely use the project areafor holding and migration.

River Lamprey
Status

River lamprey are currently listed by DFG as a species of special concern, but
have no other state or federal listing status.
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LifeHistory

Although the river lamprey is native to California, the biology of the species has
not been studied in the state. What is known about the river lamprey’slife
history is based on the biology of the species from British Columbia. Unless
otherwise noted, the following discussion is based on thisinformation. The
timing of life history landmarks may differ given differences between British
Columbia and California (Moyle 2002). The river lamprey is anadromous and
migrates from the ocean to rivers and smaller tributaries to spawning grounds.
Adults enter fresh water in the fall and move upstream to suitable spawning
habitat (Moyle 2002). They undergo sexua maturation in freshwater streams.
Spawning occurs in clean gravelly riffles from February through May.

River lamprey eggs hatch into ammocoetes and remain in freshwater for
approximately 3 to 5 yearsin silty backwaters or stream edges where they bury in
the sediments and filter feed on various microorganisms (Moyle 2002).
Transformation from ammocoete to adult typically begins when ammocoetes are
nearly 5 incheslong (California Department of Water Resources 2004d) and
occurs in the summer over a period of 9 to 10 months (Moyle 2002). Y oung
adults enter the ocean in late spring and spend 3 to 4 months there before
migrating back to fresh water (Moyle 2002). Adult lamprey prey on other fish
and may reach atotal length of around 17cm (Moyle et a. 1995).

Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

Theriver lamprey is known to occur from San Francisco Bay to near Juneau,
Alaska. The speciesis considered more abundant in the lower Sacramento-San
Joaquin River system than in other streamsin California, but few surveysfor
river lamprey have been conducted (Moyle 2002). Population trends are
unknown in California; however, declines may be attributed to the degradation of
freshwater spawning and rearing habitat. River lamprey are common in British
Columbia, the center of their geographic range.

Reasonsfor Decline
Habitat alterations as aresult of dams, water diversions, and pollutants have
contributed to the decline of the river lamprey.

LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

River lamprey adults are likely to occur in the project area during upstream
movements to spawning areas in September through May. It isunlikely that
spawning would occur in the immediate project area based on reported spawning
preferences (gravelly rifflesin small tributaries). Ammocoetes are not likely to
occur in the immediate project area because of upstream distribution and a
preference for low-vel ocity shallows and backwaters away from main channels.
Timing of downstream movements of juveniles and immature adults is unknown
but may occur in winter and spring based on reported timing of ocean entrance

(late spring).
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Hardhead

Status
Hardhead are currently listed by DFG as a species of special concern but have no
other state or federal listing status.

LifeHistory

Hardhead typically are found in small to large streams at low- to mid-elevation.
Hardhead usually occur in the same habitats as Sacramento sucker and
Sacramento pikeminnow. Based on occurrence, hardhead prefer warmer water
temperatures than salmonids; reported optimal water temperatures for hardhead
range from 75.2 to 82.4°F (24 to 28°C [Moyle 2002]).

Most hardhead reach sexual maturity at 3 years (Moyle 2002) and spawn in
spring (May and April); however, spawning may take place as|ate as August
(University of California Cooperative Extension 2008). Hardhead in small
streams spawn near their resident pools, whereas hardhead in larger streams and
lakes may move 30 to 75 km to find suitable spawning grounds (University of
California Cooperative Extension 2008). Spawning may occur in pools, runs, or
riffles, typically on gravel and rocky substrate. The early life history of hardhead
isnot well known. It is believed that larval and post-larval hardhead remain
under dense, flooded vegetative cover or fallen branches along stream or lake
edges. Asthe juveniles grow, they move into deeper water (Moyle 2002).

Historical and Current Distribution and Abundance

Historically, hardhead were widely distributed and abundant in Central
Cdlifornia. Today they are widely distributed in low- to mid-elevation streamsin
the Sacramento-San Joaguin drainage; their range extends from the Kern River to
the Pit River, and they are also present in the Russian River. In the San Joaguin
drainage, hardhead are distributed in tributary streams, but absent from valley
reaches of the San Joaquin River (California Department of Water Resources
2004b). In the Sacramento drainage, hardhead are present primarily in the
Sacramento River and larger tributary streams (Moyle 2002). With the exception
of the Napa River, hardhead are not present in San Francisco Bay streams
(Cdifornia Department of Water Resources 2004b). Hardhead are not as
abundant as they once were. Reportsindicate that hardhead populations are
becoming increasingly isolated from one another, making them more vulnerable
to localized extinction (Moyle 2002).

Reasonsfor Decline

Habitat loss and predation by nonnative fishes (e.g., smallmouth bass) are the
primary cause of hardhead decline (Moyle 2002). Suitable habitat has been
eliminated, and upstream areasisolated, as aresult of increased water diversions.

LifeHistory and Distribution in Project Area

Adult and juvenile hardhead may occur year-round in the project area. In spring,
primarily during April and May, adults may move through the project area during
upstream migration to spawning areas. Based on reported spawning preference
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(gravelly rifflesin small tributaries), spawning in the immediate project areais
unlikely.

Table 3-11 addresses the seasona occurrence (including migration and spawning
of adults and outmigration of juveniles) of special-status fish speciesin the
vicinity of the proposed project.

Table 3-11. Seasonal Occurrence of Special-Status Fish Species in the Project Vicinity

Month
Speciesand Life Stage JlFm|a[mM]J]a][Aa]ls|[o|N]D

Spring-run Chinook salmon
Adult migration
Adult spawning
Juvenile rearing/migration

Fall-/late fall-run Chinook salmon
Adult migration
Adult spawning
Juvenile rearing/migration

Winter-run Chinook salmon
Adult migration
Adult spawning

Juvenile rearing/migration _

Steelhead
Adult migration
Adult spawning
Juvenile rearing/migration

Splittail
Adult migration
Adult spawning
Juvenile rearing/migration

Har dhead
Adult migration
Adult spawning
Juvenile rearing

Green sturgeon
Adult migration
Adult spawning
Juvenile rearing/migration

River lamprey
Adult migration
Adult spawning
Juvenile rearing/migration
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Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of impacts to biological resources
are based on the CEQA Guiddines, which require that impacts be evaluated
based on thresholds of significance. An aternativeis considered to have a
significant impact on biological resourcesif it would:

have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or specia
status speciesin local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
DFG or USFWS;

have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations
or by the DFG or USFWS;

have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coasta, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means,

interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites;

conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as atree preservation policy or ordinance; or

conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in any changesin terrestrial habitats
or species because there would be no changes in facilities or operations. There
would be no changes in operations compared to existing conditions and therefore,
there would be no impact on aquatic resources.
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Proposed Project
Vegetation

Impact BIO-1: Loss of Valley Riverine Aquatic Habitat

Permanent and temporary disturbance of valley riverine aquatic habitat would
occur during construction of the project. Permanent impacts include the
permanent loss of 0.05 acre of open water because of the construction of
permanent structures in theriver. Temporary impacts include the placement of
coffer dams or sheet piles and dewatering during the construction period. A total
of 0.10 acre would be temporarily affected by the project. An areaupto 891
meters upstream and downstream of aquatic habitat would be affected by noise
from pile driving and areas downstream by increases in suspended sediment and
turbidity during construction and operation.

The project would al so result in the permanent |oss of approximately 50 linear
feet of SRA overhead cover habitat due to the removal of riparian vegetation in
the project area.

These impacts would be significant. Implementation Mitigation Measures
VRAQ-1 through VRAQ-3 (described below) would help ensure that the existing
functions and values of valley riverine aquatic habitat in the project areaare
maintained and reduce thisimpact to aless-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure VRAQ-1: Avoid and Minimize Disturbance of
Valley Riverine Aquatic Habitat

To the extent possible, the City will avoid and minimize impacts on the valley
riverine aguatic habitat by minimizing the size of the in-water work areas,
minimizing the removal or pruning of riparian vegetation, and by implementing
the environmental commitments listed in Chapter 2.

Mitigation Measure VRAQ-2: Compensate for Loss of Valley
Riverine Aquatic (Open Water) Habitat

The City will compensate for the permanent loss of up to 0.05 acre of valley
riverine aquatic habitat caused by construction of the project at aratio of 2 acres
for each acre affected, for atotal of upto 0.1 acre. The City will purchase the
valley riverine aguatic habitat as mitigation credits from an approved mitigation
bank in the project vicinity or compensate on site.

Mitigation Measure VRAQ-3: Compensate for Loss of Valley
Riverine Aquatic (Overhead SRA) Habitat

The City will compensate for the permanent |oss of up to 50 linear feet of
riparian habitat that provides overhead SRA cover habitat at aratio of 2 linear
feet for each linear foot affected, for atotal of up to 100 linear feet. The City will
purchase the valley riverine aguatic habitat as mitigation credits from an
approved mitigation bank in the project vicinity or compensate on site.
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Impact BIO-2: Loss of Valley/Foothill Riparian
Community

Permanent and temporary disturbance of valley foothill riparian habitat would
occur during construction of the project. Permanent impacts include the removal
of approximately 0.05 acre of riparian vegetation from the river bank in the
project area. Temporary impacts include the pruning of riparian vegetation to
provide overhead clearance in the construction area.

As described under Impact BIO-1, the project would also result in the permanent
loss of approximately 50 linear feet of SRA overhead cover habitat due to the
removal of riparian vegetation in the project area.

Thisimpact is significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures VFRC-1 and
VFRC-2 will help ensure that the existing functions and values of riparian habitat
in the project area are maintained and fully mitigate impacts of the project on
riparian habitat to aless-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure VFRC-1: Avoid and Minimize Disturbance of
Riparian Habitat

To the extent possible, the City will avoid and minimize impacts on riparian
habitat. The City will include the following measuresin the project construction
conditions to minimize indirect impacts on riparian habitat and on special-status
plants that may occur in this community.

m  The City will provide a biologist/environmental monitor who will be
responsible for monitoring implementation of the conditionsin the state and
federal permits (CWA Section 401, 402, and 404; ESA Section 7; Fish and
Game Code Section 1601; project plang)).

m  Thebiologist/environmental monitor will determine the location of
environmentally sensitive areas in and adjacent to the project area based on
mapping of existing land cover types and specia -status plant species. To
avoid congtruction-phase disturbance to sensitive habitats immediately
adjacent to the project area, the monitor will identify the boundaries of
sensitive habitats and add a 50-foot buffer, where feasible, using orange
construction fencing. The fencing will be mapped on the project designs.
Erosion-control fencing will also be placed at the edges of construction
where the construction activities are ups ope of wetlands and channelsto
prevent washing of sediments offsite. The biological resources and erosion-
control fencing will be installed before any construction activities begin and
will be maintained throughout the construction period.

m  The biologist/environmental monitor will ensure the avoidance of all
sensitive habitat areas during construction operations.

m  The City will provide aworker environmental training program for al
construction personnel prior to the start of construction activities. The
program will educate workers about special-status species and riparian
habitats present on and adjacent to the site and al so about the regulations and
penalties for unmitigated impacts on these sensitive biological resources.
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m  Wherefeasible, construction will avoid removal of woody vegetation by
trimming vegetation to approximately 1 foot above ground level; the
bi ol ogi st/environmental monitor will ensure that no elderberry shrubs are
trimmed.

m  Following construction, the construction contractor will remove all trash and
construction debris and implement a revegetation plan for temporarily
disturbed vegetation in the construction zones. The el ements that should be
included in the revegetation of these sites are described in Mitigation
Measure VFCR-2.

Mitigation Measure VFRC-2: Compensate for Temporary and
Permanent Loss of Riparian Habitats

The City will compensate for the permanent loss of up to 0.05 acre of riparian
habitat associated with project construction. The City will purchase the valley
foothill riparian habitat as mitigation credits from an approved mitigation bank in
the project vicinity or restore or enhance in-kind riparian habitat at aratio of

2 acresfor each acre affected. Revegetation will be planned and implemented
prior to the removal of existing riparian vegetation.

Impact BIO-3: Loss of Upland Cropland Habitat

Upland cropland could be temporarily affected by project staging and storage
areas. No permanent loss of upland cropland is anticipated.

Upland cropland habitat is not a sensitive natural community and does not
provide critical habitat for special-status species; therefore, there are no
compensation requirements for the permanent or temporary loss of upland
cropland habitat. The City will design and construct the project to minimize
impacts to upland cropland and will provide monetary compensation to the land
owner which may be used to restore upland cropland. Impacts to upland
cropland would be less than significant.

Special-Status Terrestrial Wildlife Species Impacts

Impact BlO-4: Removal or Disturbance of Valley
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

Project implementation was assumed to have a significant impact on VELB if
project activities could result in the removal or disturbance of elderberry shrubs.
It isassumed that al elderberry shrubsin the project areas provide habitat and
may be occupied by VELB.

No elderberry shrubs were observed in the construction area or along the access
road. However several shrubs occur in adjacent uplands and there are 13 shrubs
within 100 feet of the project area (Figure 3-1). To the extent possible, the City
will attempt to perform construction operations without affecting elderberry
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shrubs and to maintain a 100-foot buffer zone around al e derberry shrubs.
Additionally, the City would implement Environmental Commitment B1O-1.

However, there could be an impact to this shrub and inhabitant VELB. As such,
thisimpact is considered significant. Mitigation Measures VELB-1 and VELB-2
would reduce project impacts on VELB to less-than-significant levels.

Mitigation Measure VELB-1: Perform a Preconstruction and
Postconstruction Survey for Elderberry Shrubs

Before the start of construction- and restoration-related activities, a qualified
biologist will perform an elderberry shrub survey to ensure that any elderberry
shrubs that occur in the vicinity of project components are identified. The
biologist will field stake the locations of elderberry shrubs and shrub clusters, if
present, before construction begins (Mitigation Measure VELB-2).

The surveys will be performed according to the USFWS VELB conservation
guidelines (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1999). During the preconstruction
and postconstruction surveys, the following information will be recorded for each
shrub or shrub cluster:

m  number of stems greater than 1 inch in diameter at ground level—tallied
according to stem size class;

m  presence of VELB exit holesin elderberry shrubs with stems greater than 1
inch diameter at ground level; and

m  whether or not the shrub isin ariparian area.

Thelocation of each elderberry shrub will be mapped using GPS, and a site map
will be prepared identifying the location and size of each shrub and shrub cluster.
The City will use this site map to determine vehicle and equipment access routes
and work areas. Following completion of construction activities, the City will
perform a postconstruction evaluation of the elderberry shrubs to determine
whether any shrubs were damaged by construction activities. If damage occurs
to elderberry shrubs, the City and Reclamation will consult with the USFWS on
appropriate mitigation.

Mitigation Measure VELB-2: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on
Elderberry Shrubs

The City will attempt to perform construction operations without affecting
elderberry shrubs and to maintain a 100-foot buffer zone around all elderberry
shrubs, to the greatest extent possible. Avoidance and minimization efforts will
be performed according to the USFWS VELB conservation guiddines (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 1999). If elderberry shrubs with one or more stems
measuring 1 inch or greater in diameter at ground level or shrubs with visible
evidence of exit holes are located within or adjacent to proposed construction or
staging areas, the City and Reclamation will implement the following actions.

m Install exclusion fencing around each elderberry shrub and shrub cluster.

m  Avoid disturbance to VELB by establishing and maintaining, to the
maximum extent feasible, a 100-foot buffer around elderberry shrubs
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identified as suitable habitat. If a 100-foot buffer cannot be maintained, the
City and Reclamation will consult and gain approval from the USFWS for
measures that would minimize disturbance and will promptly restore the
damaged area.

m  Fenceand flag all buffer areas and place signs every 50 feet aong the edge
of the avoidance area, as described in the VELB conservation guidelines
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1999).

m  Require that the construction contractor educate all construction personnel at
the site regarding the significance of the elderberry shrubs, the need to avoid
damaging shrubs, and the possible penalties involved should the shrubs be
impacted.

m  Train construction personnel to recognize elderberry shrubs and to determine
the presence of VELB from exit holes on stems. All construction personnel
should receive USFWS-approved environmental awareness training prior to
undertaking work at construction sites.

Impact BIO-5: Disturbance to Bald Eagle Foraging Habitat

Bald Eagles are unlikely to nest in the project area and tree removal required for
construction is anticipated to be limited to one single tree. However, bald eagles
may forage near the Feather River during the winter months, and could
potentially be indirectly impacted by construction activities. Potential impacts
could result from “heavy construction” activities, defined here as trenching,
piledriving, and extensive use of heavy wheeled or tracked vehicles. As
described in the noise analysis, congtruction-rel ated noise would not result in a
subgtantial change from existing levels and foraging habitat occurs upstream and
downstream of the project site. It is expected that foraging bald eagles could use
other areas without being adversely affected during construction. Upon
completion of construction, there would be no effects. Assuch, thisimpact is
less than significant.

Impact BIO-6: Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk Foraging and
Nesting Habitat

Implementation of the project could result in take of Swainson’s hawk should
construction occur during breeding season (15 March through 15 October).

There is only one suitable nest tree in the project footprint. However, the riparian
woodland habitats adjacent to the project area and access road provide potential
nesting and roosting habitat for this species. Project implementation was
assumed to have an adverse impact on the Swainson’s hawk if project activities
could result in the loss or disturbance of riparian woodland habitat or agricultural
lands (for foraging) while this speciesis present in the project area.

The project was also assumed to have a significant impact on the Swainson’s
hawk if project activities could result in the removal of a nest tree during the
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breeding season (March 1-September 15), nest abandonment, or forced fledging
within 0.5 mile of project-related activities. This approach to assessing impacts
on nesting Swainson’ s hawks is consi stent with DFG guidelines for the species
(Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game 1994).

Upland cropland that may be disturbed by the project consists of awalnut
orchard that does not provide foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk. There are
no known nest trees within one mile of the project site. Preconstruction surveys
will be carried out prior to construction to confirm absence. The narrow bands of
ruderal habitat adjacent to the access road and orchard provide low-quality
foraging habitat for this species. Disruption or loss of these areas could result in
asignificant impact on Swainson's hawk related to foraging and nesting habitat.

Implementation of project components and mitigation measures that include the
restoration of affected habitats could result in alow, unquantifiable level of effect
on Swainson’s hawk. Implementation of Mitigation Measures SWHA-1 through
SWHA -4 would reduce impacts on Swainson’s hawks to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure SWHA-1: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate Swainson’s Hawk Nest Sites

Preconstruction surveys for Swainson’s hawk will be conducted at and adjacent
to all locations to be disturbed by construction activities to ensure that this
speciesis not nesting in these locations. Surveys will aso be performed at all
mitigation sites prior to implementation of the mitigation features.
Preconstruction surveys will consist of surveying all potential nest sites within
0.5 mile of proposed construction areas and mitigation sites. Surveyswill be
performed several times during the breeding season to avoid and minimize
impacts on late-nesting birds. Nest sites will be marked on an aeria photograph,
and the position will be recorded using GPS. Preconstruction survey datawill be
used in accordance with mitigation measures SWHA-2, SWHA-3, and SWHA-4.

Mitigation Measure SWHA-2: Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.5 Mile of Active Nest Sites

Portions of the congtruction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the Swainson’s hawk breeding season. The City will provide the
locations of active nest sitesidentified during the preconstruction surveysto DFG
and will coordinate with DFG on appropriate avoidance and minimization
measures on a case-by-case basis.

To the greatest extent practicable, major construction activities that will occur
within 0.5 mile of an active Swainson’s hawk nest will be avoided during the
breeding season. If practicable, depending on project components and schedule,
construction activities that will result in the greatest disturbance to an active nest
site will be deferred until after or as late in the breeding season as possible. |f
construction or other project-related activities that may cause nest abandonment
or forced fledging are necessary within the buffer zone, the City will monitor the
nest site. Monitoring will be performed by a qualified wildlife biologist. The
biological monitor will notify DFG if the nest or nestlings are abandoned and the
nestlings are still aive to determine the appropriate actions. The City will fund
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the recovery and hacking (controlled release) of the nestlings. This mitigation
measure was devel oped based on a DFG staff report for Swainson’s hawk.

Mitigation Measure SWHA-3: Avoid Removal of Occupied Nest Sites
As stated under Mitigation Measure SWHA-1, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active nest sites before implementing construction
activities. Before the start of the nesting season, the City will remove suitable
nest trees in locations where trees are scheduled for removal. Additionaly,
before February 15 of each construction season, the City will remove all suitable
nesting habitat for migratory birdsin areas where vegetation is scheduled to be
cleared. Removal of vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that
occupied nests are not removed. |f construction activities require the removal of
additional vegetation not previously designated for removal, the City will
perform clearance surveys to determine whether nesting hawks are present. If
additional tree removal isrequired, it will be deferred until after the breeding
season.

Mitigation Measure SWHA-4: Replace Lost Foraging and Nesting
Habitat

To compensate for the loss of nesting habitat, the City will replace affected
riparian vegetation as described in Chapter 2. As part of this mitigation, the City
will develop the revegetation plan to ensure that three replacement trees are
planted for each tree that is affected, as required by DFG.

Impact BIO-7: Loss or Disturbance of Black-Crowned
Night Heron (Rookery)

Implementation of the project components may result in take of black-crowned
night-heron rookeries. Although it is unlikely that rookeries occur in the project
footprint, the riparian woodland and riparian scrub habitats in the vicinity of the
project area provide nesting habitat for this species. Project implementation was
assumed to have a significant impact on the black-crowned night-heron if project
activities could result in the loss or disturbance of active rookeries, or if project
activities could result in the removal of a nest tree during the breeding season,
nest abandonment, or forced fledging (March 1-September 15) within 0.25 mile
of project-related activities. Project activities have the potential to remove or
disturb occupied rookeries, but these impacts will occur only if black-crowned
night-herons are nesting at the time the trees are removed or disturbed by these
activities.

Project implementation will result in the removal of 0.05 acre of riparian habitat.
The reduction in extent of available nest trees present in riparian woodland and
scrub in the study areaisrelatively small. Preconstruction surveys will be
performed throughout the spring to determine whether nest sites are located
within 0.25 mile of proposed project activities.

Noise and visual disturbances associated with operation of equipment and other
construction- and maintenance-related activities within 0.25 mile of occupied
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nest sites could adversely affect nesting black-crowned night-herons. Noise and
visual disturbances of sufficient magnitude could result in nest abandonment,
reduction in the level of care provided by adults for eggs and young (e.g.,
duration of brooding, frequency of feeding), or forced fledging. If these
situations occur, it could reduce the likelihood for successful production of young
during the year of disturbance. The number of nests or young that could be
affected will be determined annually during the preconstruction surveys and
active construction period surveys. Thisimpact is significant, but would be
reduced to aless-than-significant level by implementing Mitigation Measures
BCNH-1 through BCNH-4.

Mitigation Measure BCNH-1: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate Black-Crowned Night-Heron Rookeries

Preconstruction surveys for black-crowned night-heron rookeries will be
conducted at and adjacent to all locations to be disturbed by construction to
ensure that this speciesis not nesting in these locations. Surveys will also be
performed at all mitigation sites prior to implementation of the mitigation
features. Preconstruction surveyswill consist of surveying al potential nest sites
within 0.25 mile of proposed construction and mitigation sites. Surveys will be
performed several times during the breeding season to avoid and minimize
impacts on late-nesting birds. Rookery locations will be marked on an aeria
photograph, and the position will be recorded using GPS. Preconstruction survey
datawill be used in accordance with mitigation measures listed bel ow.

Mitigation Measure BCNH-2: Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.25 Mile of Active Rookeries

Portions of the congtruction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the black-crowned night-heron breeding season. To the greatest
extent practicable, magjor construction activities that will occur within 0.25 mile
of an active black-crowned night-heron rookery will be avoided during the
breeding season. If practicable, construction activities that will result in the
greatest disturbance to an active rookery will be deferred until after or aslatein
the breeding season as possible. The City will provide the locations of active
rookeries identified during the preconstruction surveysto DFG and will
coordinate with DFG on appropriate avoidance and minimization measures on a
case-by-case basis.

Mitigation Measure BCNH-3: Avoid Removal of Occupied Rookeries
As stated under Mitigation Measure BCNH-1, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active rookeries before implementing construction
activities. Beforethe start of the nesting season, the City will remove suitable
nest trees in locations where trees are scheduled for removal. Additionaly,
before February 15 of each construction season, the City will remove all suitable
nesting habitat areas where vegetation is scheduled to be cleared. Removal of
vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that occupied nests are not
removed. If construction activities require the removal of additional vegetation
not previously designated for removal, the City will perform clearance surveysto
determine whether nesting black-crowned night-herons are present. If rookeries
are present, vegetation removal will be deferred until after the breeding season.
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Mitigation Measure BCNH-4: Replace Lost Breeding Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of riparian habitat caused by
implementation by restoring or enhancing in-kind riparian habitat. This
compensation will restore or enhance in-kind habitat at aratio of 2 acresfor each
acre affected, as described in the mitigation measures for riparian habitat in
Chapter 2.

Impact BIO-8: Removal or Disturbance of Cooper’s Hawk
Nests

Implementation of project components may result in take of Cooper’s hawk. The
project was assumed to have a significant impact on the Cooper’s hawk if project
activities could result in the removal of a nest tree during the breeding season,
nest abandonment, or forced fledging (March 1-September 15) within 0.25 mile
of project-related activities. This approach to ng impacts on nesting
Cooper’s hawks is consistent with DFG guidelines for raptors (California
Department of Fish and Game 1994).

Construction activities could result in the direct removal of Cooper’s hawk
foraging habitat and removal or disturbance of occupied nest sites. Althoughiitis
unlikely that nest sites occur in the project footprint, the riparian woodland and
riparian scrub habitatsin the vicinity of the project area provide nesting habitat
for this species. Nest site removal or disturbance will occur only if Cooper’s
hawks are nesting at the time the trees are removed or disturbed by these
activities.

Project implementation will result in the removal of 0.05 acre of riparian
woodland that could support active nest sites. The reduction in extent of
available nest trees present in riparian woodlands in the study areaisrelatively
small. Because nest sites for Cooper’s hawk may vary from year to year, the
number of nest sitesthat could be affected by the project may vary annually.
Preconstruction surveys will be performed throughout the spring to determine
whether nest sites are located within 0.25 mile of proposed project activities.

Noise and visua disturbances associated with operation of equipment and other
construction- and maintenance-rel ated activities within 0.25 mile of occupied
nest sites could adversely affect nesting Cooper’s hawks. Noise and visua
disturbances of sufficient magnitude could result in nest abandonment, reduction
in the level of care provide by adults for eggs and young (e.g., duration of
brooding, frequency of feeding), or forced fledging. If these situations occur, it
could reduce the likelihood for successful production of young during the year of
disturbance. The number of nests or young that could be affected will be
determined annually during the preconstruction surveys and active construction
period surveys, as described below. Thisimpact would be significant.
Mitigation Measures COHA-1 through COHA -4 would reduce thisimpact to less
than significant.
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Mitigation Measure COHA-1: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate Cooper’s Hawk Nest Sites

Preconstruction surveys for Cooper’s hawk will be conducted at and adjacent to
all locationsto be disturbed by construction to ensure that this speciesis not
nesting in these locations. Surveyswill aso be performed at all mitigation sites
prior to implementation of the mitigation features. Preconstruction surveys will
consist of surveying all potential nest sites within 0.25 mile of proposed
construction features and mitigation sites. Surveys will be performed several
times during the breeding season to avoid and minimize impacts on late-nesting
birds. Nest siteswill be marked on an aerial photograph, and the position will be
recorded using GPS.

Mitigation Measure COHA-2: Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.25 Mile of Active Nest Sites

Portions of the congtruction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the Cooper’s hawk breeding season. To the greatest extent
practicable, major construction activities that will occur within 0.25 mile of an
active Cooper’ s hawk nest will be avoided during the breeding season. If
practicable, construction activities that will result in the greatest disturbanceto an
active nest site will be deferred until after or aslate in the breeding season as
possible. The City will provide the locations of active nest sitesidentified during
the preconstruction surveys to DFG and will coordinate with DFG on appropriate
avoidance and minimization measures on a case-by-case basis.

Mitigation Measure COHA-3: Avoid Removal of Occupied Nest Sites
As stated under Mitigation Measure COHA-1, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active nest sites before implementing construction
activities. Before the start of the nesting season, the City will remove suitable
nest trees in locations where trees are scheduled for removal. Additionaly,
before February 15 of each construction season, the City will remove all suitable
nesting habitat in areas where vegetation is scheduled to be cleared. Removal of
vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that occupied nests are not
removed. If construction activities require the removal of additional vegetation
not previoudy designated for removal, the City will perform clearance surveys to
determine whether nesting hawks are present. If nest sites are present, tree
removal will be deferred until after the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure COHA-4: Replace Lost Breeding Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of up to 0.05 acre riparian
habitat caused by construction by restoring or enhancing in-kind riparian habitat
at aratio of 2 acresfor each acre affected, as described in the mitigation
measures for riparian habitat in Chapter 2.

Impact BIO-9: Removal or Disturbance of Great Blue
Heron (Rookery)

Implementation of the project components may result in take of great blue heron
rookeries. Althoughit is unlikely that rookeries occur in the project footprint, the
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riparian woodland and riparian scrub habitats in the vicinity of the project area
provide nesting habitat for this species. Project implementation was assumed to
have an adverse impact on the great blue heron if project activities could result in
the loss or disturbance of active rookeries.

The assessment of project impacts on great blue heron rookery sitesis based on
the proximity of known rookeriesto proposed project features or activities. The
project was assumed to have an adverse impact on great blue heron rookery sites
if project activities could result in the removal of a nest tree during the breeding
season, nest abandonment, or forced fledging (March 1-September 15) within
0.25 mile of project-related activities.

Project implementation will result in the removal of 0.05 acre of riparian habitat
that could support active nest sites. The reduction in extent of available nest
trees present in riparian habitat in the study areaisrelatively small. Because
great blue herons return to the same rookery each year, the number of rookeries
that could be affected by the project is not expected to vary annually unless a
new rookery isformed or some other action unrelated to the project removes or
disturbs an existing rookery. Preconstruction surveys will be performed
throughout the spring to determine whether nest sites are located within 0.25 mile
of proposed project activities.

Noise and visua disturbances associated with operation of equipment and other
construction-related activities within 0.25 mile of occupied nest sites could
adversaly affect nesting great blue herons. Noise and visua disturbances of
sufficient magnitude could result in nest abandonment, reduction in the level of
care provided by adults for eggs and young (e.g., duration of brooding, frequency
of feeding), or forced fledging. If these situations occur, it could reduce the
likelihood for successful production of young during the year of disturbance.
The number of nests or young that could be affected will be determined annually
during the preconstruction surveys and active construction period surveys, as
described below. Thisimpact would be significant. Mitigation Measures
GBHE-1 through GBHE-4 would reduce thisimpact to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure GBHE-1: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate Great Blue Heron Rookeries

Preconstruction surveys for great blue heron rookeries will be conducted at and
adjacent to all locationsto be disturbed by construction to ensure that this species
isnot nesting in these locations. Surveyswill also be performed at all mitigation
sites prior to implementation of the mitigation features. Preconstruction surveys
will congist of surveying all potential nest sites within 0.25 mile of proposed
construction features and mitigation sites. Surveys will be performed severa
times during the breeding season to avoid and minimize impacts on late-nesting
birds. Rookery locations will be marked on an aerial photograph, and the
position will be recorded using GPS. Preconstruction survey datawill be used in
accordance with the mitigation measures listed below.
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Mitigation Measure GBHE-2: Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.25 Mile of Active Rookeries

Portions of the construction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the great blue heron breeding season. To the greatest extent
practicable, major construction activities that will occur within 0.25 mile of an
active great blue heron rookery will be avoided during the breeding season. If
practicable, construction activities that will result in the greatest disturbance to an
active rookery will be deferred until after or aslate in the breeding season as
possible. The City will provide the locations of active rookeriesidentified during
the preconstruction surveys to DFG and will coordinate with DFG on appropriate
avoidance and minimization measures on a case-by-case basis.

Mitigation Measure GBHE-3: Avoid Removal of Occupied Rookeries
As stated under Mitigation Measure GBHE-1, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active rookeries before implementing construction or
mitigation activities. Before the start of the nesting season, the City will remove
suitable nest trees in locations where trees are scheduled for removal.
Additionally, before February 15 of each construction season, the City will
remove all suitable nesting habitat areas where vegetation is scheduled to be
cleared. Removal of vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that
occupied nests are not removed. |f construction activities require the removal of
additional vegetation not previously designated for removal, the City will
perform clearance surveys to determine whether nesting great blue herons are
present. If rookeries are present, vegetation removal will be deferred until after
the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure GBHE-4: Replace Lost Breeding Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of riparian habitat caused by
project implementation by restoring or enhancing in-kind riparian habitat. This
compensation will restore or enhance in-kind habitat at aratio of 2 acresfor each
acre affected, as described in the mitigation measures for riparian habitat in
Chapter 2.

Impact BIO-10: Removal or Disturbance of Great Egret
(Rookery)

Implementation of the project components may result in take of great egret
rookeries. Although it isunlikely that rookeries occur in the project footprint, the
riparian woodland and riparian scrub habitats in the vicinity of the project area
provide nesting habitat for this species. Project implementation was assumed to
have an adverse impact on the great egret if project activities could result in the
loss or disturbance of active rookeries.

The assessment of project impacts on great egret rookery sites is based on the
proximity of known rookeries to proposed project features or activities. The

project was assumed to have an adverse impact on great egret rookery sitesif
project activities could result in the removal of a nest tree during the breeding
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season, nest abandonment, or forced fledging (March 1-September 15) within
0.25 mile of project-related activities.

Construction activities and implementation of mitigation features may result in
the direct removal of great egret rookeries or disturbance of occupied rookeries.
Rookery removal or disturbance will occur only if great egrets are nesting at the
time the trees are removed or disturbed by these activities.

Project implementation will result in the removal of 0.05 acre of riparian habitat
that could support active nest sites. The reduction in extent of available nest
trees present in riparian woodlands in the study areaisrelatively small. Because
great egrets return to the same rookery each year, the number of rookeries that
could be affected by the project is not expected to vary annually unless a new
rookery isformed or some other action unrelated to the project removes or
disturbs an existing rookery. Preconstruction surveys will be performed
throughout the spring to determine whether nest sites are located within 0.25 mile
of proposed project activities.

Noise and visua disturbances associated with operation of equipment and other
construction- and maintenance-related activities within 0.25 mile of occupied
nest sites could adversely affect nesting great egrets. Noise and visual
disturbances of sufficient magnitude could result in nest abandonment, reduction
in the level of care provided by adults for eggs and young (e.g., duration of
brooding, frequency of feeding), or forced fledging. If these situations occur, it
could reduce the likelihood for successful production of young during the year of
disturbance. The number of nests or young that could be affected will be
determined annually during the preconstruction surveys and active construction
period surveys.

Thisimpact issignificant. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures
GREG-1 through GREG-4 described below, impacts to great egret rookeries
would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure GREG-1: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate Great Egret Rookeries

Preconstruction surveys for great egret rookeries will be conducted at and
adjacent to all locationsto be disturbed by construction to ensure that this species
isnot nesting in these locations. Surveys will also be performed at al mitigation
sites prior to implementation of the mitigation features. Preconstruction surveys
will congist of surveying all potential nest sites within 0.25 mile of proposed
construction and mitigation sites. Surveys will be performed several times
during the breeding season to avoid and minimize impacts on late-nesting birds.
Rookery locations will be marked on an aerial photograph, and the position will
be recorded using GPS. Preconstruction survey datawill be used in accordance
with conservation measures listed below.
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Mitigation Measure GREG-2: Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.25 Mile of Active Rookeries

Portions of the construction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the great egret breeding season. To the greatest extent practicable,
major congtruction activities that will occur within 0.25 mile of an active great
egret rookery will be avoided during the breeding season. If practicable,
construction activities that will result in the greatest disturbance to an active
rookery will be deferred until after or aslate in the breeding season as possible.
The City will provide the locations of active rookeries identified during the
preconstruction surveys to DFG and will coordinate with DFG on appropriate
avoidance and minimization measures on a case-by-case basis.

Mitigation Measure GREG-3: Avoid Removal of Occupied Rookeries
As stated under Mitigation Measure GREG-1, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active rookeries before implementing construction or
mitigation activities. Before the start of the nesting season, the City will remove
suitable nest trees in locations where trees are scheduled for removal.
Additionally, before February 15 of each construction season, the City will
remove all suitable nesting habitat areas where vegetation is scheduled to be
cleared. Removal of vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that
occupied nests are not removed. If construction or mitigation activities require
the removal of additional vegetation not previously designated for removal, the
City will perform clearance surveys to determine whether nesting great egrets are
present. If rookeries are present, vegetation removal will be deferred until after
the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure GREG-4: Replace Lost Breeding Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of riparian habitat caused by
project implementation by restoring or enhancing in-kind riparian habitat. This
compensation will restore or enhance in-kind habitat at aratio of 2 acresfor each
acre affected, as described in the mitigation measures for riparian habitat in
Chapter 2.

Impact BIO-11: Removal or Disturbance of Snowy Egret
(Rookery)

Implementation of the project components may result in take of snowy egret
rookeries. Although it isunlikely that rookeries occur in the project footprint, the
riparian woodland and riparian scrub habitats in the vicinity of the project area
provide nesting habitat for this species. Project implementation was assumed to
have an adverse impact on the snowy egret if project activities could result in the
loss or disturbance of active rookeries.

The assessment of project impacts on snowy egret rookery sitesis based on the
proximity of known rookeries to proposed project features or activities. The
project was assumed to have an adverse impact on snowy egret rookery sites if
project activities could result in the removal of a nest tree during the breeding
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season, nest abandonment, or forced fledging (March 1-September 15) within
0.25 mile of project-related activities.

Project implementation will result in the removal of 0.05 acre of riparian habitat
that could support active nest sites. The reduction in extent of available nest
trees present in riparian habitat in the study areaisrelatively small. Because
snowy egrets may return to the same rookery each year, the number of rookeries
that could be affected by the project is not expected to vary annually unlessa
new rookery isformed or some other action unrelated to the project removes or
disturbs an existing rookery. Preconstruction surveys will be performed
throughout the spring to determine whether nest sites are located within 0.25 mile
of proposed project activities.

Noise and visua disturbances associated with operation of equipment and other
construction- and maintenance-related activities within 0.25 mile of occupied
nest sites could adversely affect nesting snowy egrets. Noise and visua
disturbances of sufficient magnitude could result in nest abandonment, reduction
in the level of care provided by adults for eggs and young (e.g., duration of
brooding, frequency of feeding), or forced fledging. If these situations occur, it
could reduce the likelihood for successful production of young during the year of
disturbance. The number of nests or young that could be affected will be
determined annually during the preconstruction surveys and active construction
period surveys, as described below.

Thisimpact would be significant. With the implementation of Mitigation
Measures SNEG-1 through SNEG-4, impacts to snowy egret rookeries would be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measure SNEG-1: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate Snowy Egret Rookeries

Preconstruction surveys for snowy egret rookeries will be conducted at and
adjacent to all locationsto be disturbed by construction to ensure that this species
isnot nesting in these locations. Surveys will also be performed at all mitigation
sites prior to implementation of the mitigation features. Preconstruction surveys
will congist of surveying all potential nest sites within 0.25 mile of proposed
construction features and mitigation sites. Surveys will be performed severa
times during the breeding season to avoid and minimize impacts on late-nesting
birds. Rookery locations will be marked on an aerial photograph, and the
position will be recorded using GPS. Preconstruction survey datawill be used in
accordance with conservation measures listed below.

Mitigation Measure SNEG-2: Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.25 Mile of Active Rookeries

Portions of the construction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the snowy egret breeding season. To the greatest extent practicable,
major congtruction activities that will occur within 0.25 mile of an active snowy
egret rookery will be avoided during the breeding season. If practicable,
construction activities that will result in the greatest disturbance to an active
rookery will be deferred until after or as late in the breeding season as possible.
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The City will provide the locations of active rookeriesidentified during the
preconstruction surveys to DFG and will coordinate with DFG on appropriate
avoidance and minimization measures on a case-by-case basis.

Mitigation Measure SNEG-3: Avoid Removal of Occupied Rookeries
As stated under Mitigation Measure SNEG-1, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active rookeries before implementing construction or
mitigation activities. Before the start of the nesting season, the City will remove
suitable nest trees in locations where trees are scheduled for removal.
Additionally, before February 15 of each construction season, the City will
remove all suitable nesting habitat areas where vegetation is scheduled to be
cleared. Removal of vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that
occupied nests are not removed. If construction or mitigation activities require
the removal of additional vegetation not previoudy designated for removal, the
City will perform clearance surveys to determine whether nesting snowy egrets
are present. |f rookeries are present, vegetation removal will be deferred until
after the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure SNEG-4: Replace Lost Breeding Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of riparian habitat caused by
project implementation by restoring or enhancing in-kind riparian habitat. This
compensation will restore or enhance in-kind habitat at aratio of 2 acresfor each
acre affected, as described in the mitigation measures for riparian habitat in
Chapter 2.

Impact BlO-12: Removal or Disturbance of Double-
Crested Cormorant (Rookery)

Implementation of the project components may result in take of double-crested
cormorant rookeries. Although it is unlikely that rookeries occur in the project
footprint, the riparian woodland and riparian scrub habitats in the vicinity of the
project area provide nesting habitat for this species. Project implementation was
assumed to have an adverse impact on the double-crested cormorant if project
activities could result in the loss or disturbance of active rookeries.

The assessment of project impacts on double-crested cormorant rookery sitesis
based on the proximity of known rookeries to proposed project features or
activities. The project was assumed to have an adverse impact on double-crested
cormorant rookery sitesif project activities could result in the removal of a nest
tree during the breeding season, nest abandonment, or forced fledging (March 1—
September 15) within 0.25 mile of project-related activities.

Project implementation will result in the removal of 0.05 acre of riparian habitat
that could support active nest sites. The reduction in extent of available nest
trees present in riparian habitat in the study areaisrelatively small. Because
double-crested cormorant may return to the same rookery each year, the number
of rookeries that could be affected by the project is not expected to vary annually
unless a new rookery isformed or some other action unrelated to the project
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removes or disturbs an existing rookery. Preconstruction surveyswill be
performed throughout the spring to determine whether nest sites are located
within 0.25 mile of proposed project activities.

Noise and visua disturbances associated with operation of equipment and other
construction- and maintenance-rel ated activities within ¥ mile of occupied nest
sites could adversely affect nesting double-crested cormorants. Noise and visual
disturbances of sufficient magnitude could result in nest abandonment, reduction
in the level of care provided by adults for eggs and young (e.g., duration of
brooding, frequency of feeding), or forced fledging. If these situations occur, it
could reduce the likelihood for successful production of young during the year of
disturbance. The number of nests or young that could be affected will be
determined annually during the preconstruction surveys and active construction
period surveys, as described below.

Implementation of project components and mitigation measures that include the
restoration of affected habitats could result in alow, unquantifiable level of take
of double-crested cormorant rookeries. The following mitigation measures have
been devel oped to avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts of implementing
project components and mitigation-rel ated activities on double-crested cormorant
rookeries. These mitigation measures are designed to avoid and minimize
impacts of construction- and restoration-related activities on double-crested
cormorant rookeries.

Mitigation Measure DCCO1—Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate Double-Crested Cormorant Rookeries

Preconstruction surveys for double-crested cormorant rookeries will be
conducted at and adjacent to all locations to be disturbed by construction to
ensure that this speciesis not nesting in these locations. Surveys will also be
performed at all mitigation sites prior to implementation of the mitigation
features. Preconstruction surveyswill consist of surveying al potential nest sites
within 0.25 mile of proposed construction features and mitigation sites. Surveys
will be performed several times during the breeding season to avoid and
minimize impacts on late-nesting birds. Rookery locations will be marked on an
aerial photograph, and the position will be recorded using GPS. Preconstruction
survey datawill be used in accordance with Mitigation Measures DCCO2
through DCCO4, described below.

Mitigation Measure DCCO2—Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.25 Mile of Active Rookeries

Portions of the congtruction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the double-crested cormorant breeding season. To the greatest
extent practicable, magjor construction activities that will occur within 0.25 mile
of an active double-crested cormorant rookery will be avoided during the
breeding season. If practicable, construction activities that will result in the
greatest disturbance to an active rookery will be deferred until after or aslatein
the breeding season as possible. The City will provide the locations of active
rookeries identified during the preconstruction surveysto DFG and will
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coordinate with DFG on appropriate avoi dance and minimization measures on a
case-by-case basis.

Mitigation Measure DCCO3—Avoid Removal of Occupied Rookeries
As stated under Mitigation Measure DCCOL, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active rookeries before implementing construction or
mitigation activities. Before the start of the nesting season, the City will remove
suitable nest treesin locations where trees are scheduled for removal.
Additionally, before February 15 of each construction season, the City will
remove all suitable nesting habitat areas where vegetation is scheduled to be
cleared. Removal of vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that
occupied nests are not removed. |f construction or mitigation activities require
the removal of additional vegetation not previoudy designated for removal, the
City will perform clearance surveys to determine whether nesting double-crested
cormorant are present. |f rookeries are present, vegetation removal will be
deferred until after the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure DCCO4—Replace Lost Breeding Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable |oss of riparian habitat caused by
project implementation by restoring or enhancing in-kind riparian habitat. This
compensation will restore or enhance in-kind habitat at aratio of 2 acresfor each
acre affected, as described in the mitigation measures for riparian habitat in
Chapter 2.

Impact BlO-12: Loss of White-Tailed Kite Habitat

Theriparian habitat in the vicinity of the project area provides nesting and
roogting habitat for this species. The project was assumed to have an adverse
impact on the white-tailed kite if project activities could result in the removal of a
nest tree during the breeding season (March 1-September 15), nest abandonment,
or forced fledging within 0.25 mile of project-related activities. This approach to
assessing impacts on nesting white-tailed kitesis consistent with DFG guidelines
for raptors (California Department of Fish and Game 1994).

Congtruction activities will result in the removal of approximately 0.05 acre of
riparian habitat. Although it isunlikely that rookeries occur in the project
footprint, the riparian woodland and riparian scrub habitats in the vicinity of the
project area provide nesting habitat for this species. The reduction in extent of
available nest treesin the study areaisrelatively small. Because the location of
white-tailed kite nest sites may vary from year to year, the number of nest sites
that could be affected by the project may vary annually. Preconstruction surveys
will be performed throughout the spring to determine whether nest sites are
located within 0.25 mile of proposed project activities.

Noise and visua disturbances associated with operation of equipment and other
construction- and maintenance-rel ated activities within 0.25 mile of occupied
nest sites could adversely affect nesting white-tailed kites. Noise and visual
disturbances of sufficient magnitude could result in nest abandonment, reduction
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in the level of care provide by adults for eggs and young (e.g., duration of
brooding, frequency of feeding), or forced fledging. If these situations occur, it
could reduce the likelihood for successful production of young during the year of
disturbance. The number of nests or young that could be affected will be
determined annually during the preconstruction surveys and active construction
period surveys, as described below.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures WTKI-1 through WTKI-5 would ensure
there are no impacts on white-tailed kites.

Mitigation Measure WTKI-1: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys to
Locate White-Tailed Kite Nest Sites

Preconstruction surveys for white-tailed kites will be conducted at and adjacent
to all locations to be disturbed by construction to ensure that this speciesis not
nesting in these locations. Surveys will aso be performed at all mitigation sites
prior to implementation of the mitigation features. Preconstruction surveys will
consist of surveying all suitable nest sites within 0.50 mile of proposed
construction and mitigation sites. Surveys will be performed several times
during the breeding season to avoid and minimize impacts on late-nesting birds.
Nest sites will be marked on an aerial photograph, and the position will be
recorded using GPS. Preconstruction survey datawill be used in accordance
with Mitigation Measures WTKI-2, WTKI-3, and WTKI-4.

Mitigation Measure WTKI-2: Minimize Construction-Related
Disturbances within 0.25 Mile of Active Nest Sites

Portions of the construction activities will occur throughout the year and will
overlap with the white-tailed kite breeding season. To the greatest extent
practicable, major construction activities that will occur within 0.25 mile of an
active white-tailed kite nest will be avoided during the breeding season. If
practicable, construction activities that will result in the greatest disturbance to an
active nest site will be deferred until after or aslate in the breeding season as
possible. The City will provide the locations of active nest sitesidentified during
the preconstruction surveysto DFG and will coordinate with DFG on appropriate
avoidance and minimization measures on a case-by-case basis.

Mitigation Measure WTKI-3: Avoid Removal of Occupied Nest Sites
As stated under Mitigation Measure WTKI-1, preconstruction surveys will be
performed to identify active nest sites before implementing construction or
mitigation activities. Before the start of the nesting season, the City will remove
suitable nest trees in locations where trees are scheduled for removal.
Additionally, before February 15 of each construction season, the City will
remove all suitable nesting habitat in areas where vegetation is scheduled to be
cleared. Removal of vegetation before the nesting season will ensure that
occupied nests are not removed. |f construction or mitigation activities require
the removal of additional vegetation not previoudy designated for removal, the
City will perform clearance surveys to determine whether nesting kites are
present. If nest sites are present, tree removal will be deferred until after the
breeding season.
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Mitigation Measure WTKI-4: Replace Lost Breeding Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of suitable nesting habitat in
the project area by restoring or enhancing in-kind habitat. This compensation
will restore or enhance in-kind habitat at aratio of 2 acresfor each acre affected,
as described in the mitigation measures for riparian habitat in Chapter 2.

Mitigation Measure WTKI-5: Replace Lost Foraging Habitat

To the extent practicable, natural habitats and agricultural habitats adjacent to
occupied nesting habitats will be restored or enhanced to create a buffer zone of
natural habitat. This buffer zone would protect nesting pairs from adverse
impacts that could be associated with future changesin land use on nearby lands
and provide foraging and nesting habitat suitable for the natural expansion of
populations.

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of suitable foraging habitat in
the project area by restoring or enhancing in-kind habitat. The City will also
compensate for the loss of ruderal vegetation that may provide suitable foraging
habitat for white-tailed kites by implementing BMPs. BMPs relevant to ruderal
vegetation will include reseeding disturbed areas following completion of
construction activities. Ruderal habitat will be reseeded with a noninvasive
native and naturalized grass and forb seed mix that will replace the habitat values
lost asaresult of construction activities.

Impact BIO-13: Loss or Disturbance of Western Pond
Turtle Habitat

Riverine habitat and adjacent uplands in the project area provide habitat for this
species. Project implementation was assumed to have an adverse impact on the
western pond turtle if project activities would result in the loss or disturbance of
riverine habitat.

The assessment of project impacts on western pond turtle is based on the
proximity of known occurrences of this speciesto proposed project features or
activities and the presence of suitable habitat in the project area. Construction
activities could result in the direct removal or disturbance of 0.05 acre of western
pond turtle breeding habitat. In-water work would result in the temporary
disturbance of 0.05 acre of open water habitat and 0.3 acre of ruderal habitat that
provide suitable habitat for western pond turtle.

Mitigation Measures WEPT-1 and WEPT-2 will ensure project impacts on
western pond turtles are less than significant.

Mitigation Measure WEPT-1: Perform Preconstruction Clearance
Surveys for Western Pond Turtle

Western pond turtles are known to occur in the Feather River. Becausethisisa
large, open system, it is not feasible to clear and permanently exclude al western
pond turtles from the site. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted by a
qualified biologist to determine the approximate population density of turtlesin
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the construction areas. The City will install sheetpiles, coffer dams, or other
measures to minimize sedimentation between the in-channel construction zones
and adjacent waterways. This system will minimize the degradation of aquatic
habitats outside the construction zone and inhibit the movement of turtles into the
construction zone. Turtles occurring in the work areawill be captured and
relocated by aqualified biologist to a nearby location outside the work area.

To avoid the loss of western pond turtle and eggs as a result of construction, the
City will install exclusion fencing on the channel banks to prevent turtles from
nesting in the work areas. The exclusion fencing will consist of plastic orange
mesh exclusion fence material or silt fence material. Fenceswill beinstalled to a
depth of 6 inches below the ground surface to prevent turtles from going under
thefence. Fenceswill beinstalled before the nesting season (i.e., March 1) and
remain in place through August. The fencing may be removed prior to grading.

A qualified biologist will be present during all in-channel activities to rel ocate
western pond turtles outside the construction zones.

Mitigation Measure WEPT-2: Replace Lost Breeding and Foraging
Habitat

The City will compensate for the unavoidable loss of up to 0.05 acre of riverine
habitat by restoring or enhancing in-kind habitat. This compensation will restore
or enhance in-kind habitat at aratio of 2 acres for each acre affected, as described
in the mitigation measures for riverine aguatic habitat in Chapter 4.

The City will compensate for the loss of ruderal vegetation that may provide
suitable nesting habitat for the western pond turtle by implementing BMPs.
BMPs relevant to ruderal vegetation will include reseeding disturbed areas
following completion of construction activities. Ruderal habitat will be reseeded
with anoninvasive native and naturalized grass and forb seed mix that will
replace the habitat values lost as aresult of construction activities.

Special-Status Fish Species Impacts

Potential impacts to special-status fish species are categorized by type of impact
rather than type of fish because all special-status fish species that are present
could be affected in the same manner. Fish present in the project area year-round
or at particularly vulnerable life stages could be more susceptible to project
effects. However, the environmental commitments for fish (BIO-2 through BIO-
6) should ensure that impacts associated with each type of impact are less than
significant. Asaresult, even fish that are present in the project area year-round
or a avulnerable life stage would not be significantly affected.

Types of potential impacts are divided into two categories:
m Potential impacts related to construction (generally short-term), and

m  Potential impacts related to operations and maintenance (more long-term).
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Construction-Related Impacts

Impact BlO-14: Temporary Increase in Sedimentation and
Turbidity

All construction activities that result in disturbance to soil and vegetation on the
bank and channel of the Feather River may cause increases in sedimentation and
turbidity of these waters. These conditions, if prolonged, could affect the growth,
survival, and reproductive success of aquatic organisms. Prolonged exposure to
high levels of suspended sediment can create:

m alossof visual capahility, leading to areduction in feeding and growth rates,

m thickening of the gill epithelium, potentially causing loss of respiratory
function;

m clogging and abrasion of gill filaments; and

m increasesin stress levels, reducing the tolerance of fish to disease and
toxicants (Waters 1995).

Bash et al. (2001) characterized the effects of suspended sediment and turbidity
on salmonids into three general categories. physiological, behavioral, and
habitat.

The effects of sediment on salmon depend on temperature, size, and angularity of
the particles and the life stage (Bash et al. 2001). In general, adverse effects of
turbidity increase with temperature, are greater for juveniles than for adults, and
highly angular particles may have a greater adverse effect than smooth or
rounded particles (Lake and Hinch 1999).

Physiologica effects of particular relevance to this project are gill trauma and
osmoregulation. Gill trauma occurs when gills are damaged by passing high
levels of sediment across the gill membranes. Lake and Hinch (1999) found that
highly angular particles caused greater damage to the gills of coho salmon than
did smooth particles although angularity was not related to mortality. An LC50
value (e.g., aletha concentration of a substance which kills 50% of a sample
population in a given time) of sockeye salmon increased with particle size (i.e.,
smaller particles are worse than larger ones). In laboratory experiments, cough
frequency of juvenile coho salmon was elevated at 240 milligrams per liter
(mg/L) (Bash et a. 2001).

Osmoregulation is a concern for salmonid adult and smolt transformation
between fresh and salt water. The project is upstream of the Delta, where
juvenile fish are entering the critical life history phase. During the trangition
period, juvenile salmonids are more susceptible to sediment impacts than they are
at other times. During smoltification, LC50s have been reported to decline to
1,500 mg/L but riseto 30,000 mg/L during other periods (Bash et a. 2001).
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Behaviord effects that could be a concern include avoidance of high levels of
sediment by adult and juvenile salmonids as well as possible effects on foraging
and predation. Avoidance is the most common result of increases in turbidity
and sedimentation. Fish would not occupy areas that are not suitable for survival
unless they have no other option. Therefore, habitat can become limitingin
systems where high turbidity precludes a species from occupying habitat required
for specific life stages.

High levels of suspended sediment can cause movement and redistribution of
fish. Many fish, including juvenile salmonids, are sight feeders. Turbid waters
reduce the fish’ s efficiency in locating and feeding on prey. Some fish,
particularly juveniles, can become disoriented and leave areas where their main
food sources are located, possibly resulting in reduced growth rates. Where fish
are actively feeding, increased turbidity can decrease feeding success (Bash et al.
2001). Conversely, increased turbidity can provide protection for fish being
preyed upon. Increased sediment loading can also degrade food-producing
habitat downstream of the project area, interfere with photosynthesis, and result
in the displacement of aguatic food organisms (e.g., benthic invertebrates).

Increased sedimentation and turbidity resulting from project construction would
be temporary and limited to a small portion of the river during installation and
removal of the cofferdam and removal of the existing intake structure.
Implementation of a SWPPP, as discussed in Environmental Commitment HWQ-
1, and restricting in-channd activities to the period from July 1 through

October 31, would minimize sediment inputs and avoid the period of peak
abundance of juvenile salmonids. As such, thisimpact would be less than
significant.

Impact BIO-15: Temporary Increase in Underwater Noise
and Vibrations from Pile Driving

Noise, vibrations, and other physical disturbances can harass fish, disrupt or
delay normal activities, or cause injury or mortality. In fish, the hearing
structures and swim bladder and surrounding tissues are particularly vulnerable
to high-pressure sounds; the ear is vulnerable to extreme pressure and motion,
and the swim bladder expands and contracts with the passage of a pressure wave
(Popper et d. 2006). The potential magnitude of effects depends on severa
factors, including the type and intensity of the sound, proximity of the action to
the water body, timing of actions relative to the occurrence of sensitive life
stages, and frequency and duration of activities. For most activities, the effects
on fish would be limited to avoidance behavior in response to movements,
noises, and shadows caused by construction personnd and equipment operating
in or adjacent to the water body. In these instances, fish may be more vulnerable
to predation if the disturbance causes fish to leave protective habitat. Injury or
mortality may result from direct contact with machinery and materials or sound
pressure (pile driving) if it occurs at high sound pressure levels.
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Thereislittle relevant scientific information that can be used to evaluate the
effects of pile driving sound on the species of concern. Based on what is known
about the genera effects of sound on fish, these may include behavioral effects,
physical injury, and mortality. The degree to which afish exposed to pile driving
sound would be affected is dependent on several variables, including: 1)fish
species; 2) life stage; 3) body size; 4) distance from source; 5) type and size of
pile and hammer; 6) depth of water around the pile; 7) peak sound pressure and
frequency; and 8) presence/absence of a swimbladder; (Hastings and Popper
2005). Behavioral effects may include movement of fish away from important
habitat, reduced feeding ability, and increased vulnerability to predators.

Terminology
Key terms used in pile driving noise assessment are defined below:

m  Peak sound pressure refers to the highest absolute value of ameasured
waveform (i.e., sound pressure pulse as a function of time).

m  Sound exposure level (SEL) is defined as the constant sound level acting for
one second, which has the same amount of acoustic energy asthe origina
sound. Expressed another way, the sound exposure level is a measure of the
sound energy in asingle pile driver strike.

m  Accumulated SEL (SEL qeumuiated) 1S the cumulative SEL resulting from
successive pile strikes. SEL wccumuiated 1S based on the number of pile strikes
and the SEL per strike; the assumption is made that all pile strikes are of the
same SEL. SEL ycumuiaed 1S Calculated by adding the SEL from asingle pile
strike at a certain position or distance to 10 times the base 10 logarithm of the
number of pile strikes:

SEL accumutated = SEL per strike + 10 10910 (number of pile strikes)

m  Root mean squared (RMS) sound level isthe average of squared sound
pressures over the period of time that encompasses that portion of the
waveform containing 90% of the sound energy.

Cofferdam installation would require both vibratory (70%) and impact (30%) pile
driving over a period of two weeks. Twenty one of the 37 sheet piles would be
installed in the wetted river channel; the remainder would be driven on dry land.
The distance from the river (mean low flow) to the sheet piles driven on land
would vary for each sheet pile; the furthest sheet pile would be approximately

7.5 meters from the river (mean low flow).

All CISS piles would be driven within the cofferdam. The section of the
cofferdam within the wetted channel would be dewatered prior to installation of
thein-channel CISS piles. Although specific installation methods have not yet
been fully identified, it is estimated that sheet pile ingtallation would take
approximately two weeks. Similarly, CISS pile installation would require two
weeks; two piles would be driven per day and each pile would require 50 to

75 blows.

The interim threshold criteriafor injury of fish exposed to the impact sound
associated with pile driving are a cumul ative sound exposure level (SEL cumuaive)
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of 187 dB re: 1puPa/sec, and a peak sound pressure of 206 dB re: 1uPa

(206 dBpek) in any single strike. These thresholds, referred to as the “dual
criteria’ were recently agreed upon by NOAA Fisheries, Federal Highways
Administration, DFG, USFWS, and the state transportation agencies for
Cdlifornia, Oregon, and Washington. Data on adverse behavioral responses of
fish to pile driving sounds are limited; however USFWS has set the initial
criterion at 150 dB RMS.

The potential for exposure of fish to underwater sound generated by pile driving
was evaluated and is presented in the following sections. This anaysis estimated
the peak sound pressure and cumulative SEL using existing best available noise
monitoring data from similar pile driving projects. Source noise levelsfor piles
driven in a cofferdam or on land are assumed to be 10 dB less than source noise
levels of piles driven in water. Estimated pile driving noise values and humber
of pile strikesin a day were used as input to the NOAA Fisheries Underwater
Noise Calculation Spreadsheet model to cal cul ate the distance from the pile
driving noise source where the underwater sound level would attenuate to the
peak or cumulative SEL threshold, and to estimate the accumulated SEL a
stationary fish (conservative assumption) would be exposed to given a selected
source noise level.

Key assumptions used in this analysis were:

CISS Piles
m  Two CISS pileswould be installed per day;

m  Each CISS pile would require 75 strikes to be set (150 strikes total per day
assuming installation of two piles per day); and

m  Standard attenuation rate assumption of 4.5 dB per doubling of distance of
pipe piles.

Stedl Sheet Piles
m  Actua driving occurs 40% of an eight hour work day (192 minutes);
m  70% of driving timeisvibratory driving (134 minutes);

m  30% of driving timeisimpact driving (58 minutes) for atotal of 600 strikes
per day; and

m  Attenuation rate assumption of 6 dB per doubling of distance for sheet piles
to account for the higher frequency sound produced during sheet pile driving.

Vibratory Driving

Sound generated during vibratory driving of the cofferdam sheet pilesis expected
to below. For sheet pilesdriven on land, sound levels at ten meters from the pile
are estimated to be 160 dB pe and 140 dB s . For sheet piles driven within the
wetted channel, sound levels at ten meters from the sheet pile are estimated to be
dlightly greater at 170 dB pey and 155 dB s=.. The injury threshold for peak
sound levels (206 dB) would not be exceeded for vibratory pile driving on land
or in water.
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Theinjury thresholds for cumulative SEL (187 dB and 183 dB) would be
exceeded within 3 meters of sheet piles driven with avibratory hammer on land,
and within 18 meters of sheet piles driven with avibratory hammer in water.

NOAA Fisheriestypically assumes that fish exposed to underwater noise levels
above athreshold of 150 dB RMS incur adverse behavioral effects. For this
analysis, model results indicate that noise levels would exceed 150 dB RMS
during all pile driving with the exception of sheet piles driven on land.

Impact Driving

As previously stated, approximately 30% of the sheet pile installation would be
conducted with an impact hammer. For sheet piles driven on land with an impact
hammer, sound levels would be approximately 195 dB pey and 169 dB o at ten
meters from the sheet pile. For sheet pile driven within the wetted channel sound
levels would be approximately 205 dB pex and 179 dB ¢ at ten meters from the
Shest pile.

Model resultsindicate that the injury threshold for peak sound levels (206 dB)
would not be exceeded for sheet piles driven with an impact hammer on land or
in water within a distance of three meters and nine meters, respectively. The
model predictsthat for cumulative SEL, the 187 dB criterion for fish 2 g or larger
would be exceeded within 98 meters of the sheet piles driven in water and within
31 meters of the sheet piles driven on land. The cumulative SEL for fish less
than 2 g (183 dB) would be exceeded within 155 meters from sheet piles driven
in water and within 49 meters from sheet piles driven on land.

CISS Pile Installation

At ten meters from the pile, the peak sound level during pile driving within the
dewatered cofferdam or on land is estimated to be 193 dB. Thisiswell below
the interim criterion of 206 dB. This criterion would not be exceeded at any
distance greater than 1 meter from a CISS pile.

The model predictsthat the cumulative SEL for fish 2 g or larger (187 dB) would
be exceeded within 15 meters of a CISS pile driven within the dewatered
cofferdam or on land. The cumulative SEL for fish less than 2 g would be
exceeded within 28 meters of a CISS pile being driven on land or within the
dewatered cofferdam.

It was assumed that fish in the vicinity would be stationary, i.e., not traveling
through the area. It isunlikely that fish would remain static during pile driving,
although it is unknown how far they would move during or between strikes.
However, they are likely to change orientation and actively move away from, or
avoid the area during the driving of piles.

Potential Effects on Adult Fish

Adult spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon, steelhead, and green sturgeon may be
present in the project area during installation of the cofferdam sheet piles and the
CISSpiles. It isanticipated that pile driving would expose some fish to
underwater sound that exceeds the interim threshold for accumulated sound for
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fish larger than 2 g (187 dB SEL acumuiatea)- Central Valley steelhead adults use
the Feather River in the project area as a migratory corridor from September
through April. Spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon are likely to be present in
the project area from February through December, respectively. Adult green
sturgeon may use the action area as a migratory corridor and may be present in
the lower Feather River from March through November, with highest abundance
occurring during the period of April through mid-June.

There isthe potential for injury or mortality due to underwater accumul ated
sound from pile driving for fish remaining within 155 meters of sheet piles being
driven in the river during the time the impact hammer isused. Similarly, during
the time sheet piles are impact driven on land there is the potential for fish
remaining within 49 meters of the pile driving to be adversely affected. These
conclusions are based on several conservative assumptions, as previously
discussed. Thisanalysis assumes that fish, were they to bein the area, would
remain there during pile driving. Given that adult salmonids would be migrating
through the action area, and would likely exhibit avoi dance behavior in response
to pile driving noise and associated activities and actively move away from the
construction area, injury or mortality is considered less likely than temporary
harassment.

The hearing capabilities of green sturgeon are not known, but the ear structuresin
sturgeon are very different from teleost fish (Hastings and Popper 2005).
Sturgeon do have swim bladders, so it is reasonable to assume that they could be
adversely affected to some extent by pile driving noise exceeding the dual criteria
thresholds. Therefore, thereisthe potential for adults migrating through the
action areato incur injury as aresult of pile driving noise should they pass within
distances from the piles where criterion levels would be exceeded during pile
driving.

Potential Effects on Juvenile Fish

Small fish are more susceptible to injury by intense sound than are larger fish of
the same species. Theinstallation of the sheet piles and CISS piles would occur
during the low flow period sometime between July 1 and October 31 when
juvenile salmonid abundance is lowest in the action area. Juvenile Sacramento
River winter-run Chinook salmon may use the action areafor non-natal rearing;
however, the potential occurrence of winter-run Chinook salmon is primarily
limited to November through May. Therefore, restricting pile driving activities
to the proposed construction time frame would minimize potential exposure of
salmonidsto pile driving noise.

It isimportant to note that thereisalack of significant cover or other important
habitat features in the immediate project areathat could attract juvenile
salmonids and other fishes and increase the likelihood of impacts. However, the
potential existsfor juvenile salmonids and other small fishes (<2g) to be injured
or killed within 155 meters of the sheet piles during times when these piles are
being driven by an impact hammer. The potential for injury or death of juvenile
fish (<2g) isreduced to 49 meters of pilesthat are being driven by an impact
hammer on land.
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Noise-related impacts on adults and juveniles are considered significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure FISH-1 would reduce these impactsto a
less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure FISH-1: Noise-Reduction Measures

Although specific thresholds for effects of underwater sound associated with pile
driving are unknown, potential injury and mortality of fish associated with pile
driving shall be avoided or minimized by implementing the following noise-
reduction measures:

m In-channel construction, including riverbank and channel bed construction
below the OHWM, would be limited to the summer low-flow period (July 1—
October 31) to minimize potential exposure of juvenile salmonidsto pile
driving sounds.

m A cofferdam would be installed around the in-channel construction area,
which would be dewatered before additional pile driving and/or construction
activities. Once the outer sheet piling is completed, fish would not have
access to the construction site, and underwater sounds produced by pile
driving would be attenuated.

m  Thenumber and size of pileswill be limited to the minimum necessary to
meet the engineering and design requirements of the project.

m  Thesmallest pile driver and minimum force necessary will be used to
complete the work.

m  Vibratory hammerswill be used whenever feasible. If use of an impact
hammer cannot be avoided, a hydraulic hammer will be used. The force of
the hammer blow can be controlled with hydraulic hammers, and reducing
the impact force would reduce the intensity of the resulting sound.

Impact BIO-16: Fish Stranding in Cofferdams

As described above as part of the noise-reduction measures, closure of the
cofferdam may trap fish that would ultimately die from stress, injury, and
mortality caused by poor water quality, predation, dewatering, or construction
activities within the cofferdam. Juvenile fish are most susceptible to entrapment
because of their slower escape response and tendency to remain along shallow
river margins.

M easures that would minimize potential adverse effects on listed fish species
include restriction of cofferdam installation to the period of lowest juvenile
salmonid abundance (July 1-October 31), the construction of the cofferdam in an
upstream to downstream direction, and implementation of afish rescue plan, as
described in Environmental Commitment Bio-5. Thisimpact would be less than
significant.
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Impact BIO-17: Alteration of Aquatic and Riparian Habitat

Removal of Riparian Vegetation

Riparian vegetation directly influences the quality of salmonid habitat, affecting
cover, food, instream habitat complexity, streambank stability, and water
temperatures. Large woody debris (LWD) usualy originates from riparian trees
and provides cover and habitat complexity within the stream, essential
components of fish habitat. Riparian vegetation also provides shade and an
insulating canopy that moderates water temperaturesin both summer and winter.
Riparian vegetation provides afilter that reduces the transport of fine sediment to
the stream, and the roots provide streambank stability and cover for rearing fish
(Meehan 1991). Riparian vegetation influences the food chain of a stream,
providing organic detritus and terrestrial insects. Because of the numerous ways
riparian vegetation influences the stream ecosystem, the effects of altering
riparian vegetation are highly variable, ranging from increased sedimentation and
warmer stream temperatures to decreased food production and habitat
complexity.

The proposed project would require the removal of riparian vegetation and
shaded riverine aquatic (SRA) cover immediately adjacent to the new intake
location. SRA habitat is defined as the near-shore aquatic habitat at the interface
between the river and the adjacent riparian zone, where the riverbank is
composed of earthen substrate supporting riparian vegetation that overhangs or
protrudes into the water, aswell as the woody debrisin the water, including logs,
branches, and roots. SRA habitat also includes shallow water habitat, water
velocity, and substrate (e.g., boulders). SRA habitat has been designated by
USFWS asiirreplaceable habitat (i.e., Resource Category 1).

Removal of riparian vegetation would occur along approximately 40 linear feet
of the Feather River where existing shoreline vegetation would be cleared and
replaced with riprap. However, SRA cover losses would be negligible because of
the low quality of existing nearshore habitat, the presence of revetted banks, and
the lack of significant in-stream and overhead cover at the project site.

Intake Structure and Riprap Installation

Approximately 0.17 acre of the channel bed and bank of the Feather River below
the OHWM would be altered by installation of the intake structure and riprap.
When riprap or other engineered structures are placed in or adjacent to stream
channelsto prevent erosion, the suitability of fish habitat is affected by changes
in nearshore cover and local stream hydraulics. Riprap has been shown to reduce
or eliminate new accretion of point bars and other surfaces for recruitment of
riparian vegetation, arrest meander migration and limit lateral mobility of the
channel, which decreases habitat complexity; incise the thalweg of the river next
to the armored areas and narrow the low-flow channel width; reduce
hydrodynamic complexity; reduce bank erosion, which reduces habitat
complexity; impede riparian vegetation growth; and reduce the recruitment of
woody vegetation falling into the river channel (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2000).
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Impacts to existing nearshore habitat would be negligible because of the low
quality of existing habitat, the presence of existing revetted banks, and the lack of
significant instream and overhead cover. The riparian habitat that is affected will
be compensated for upstream or downstream of the site. Additionally, theintake
structure and associated pilings and foundation may attract predatory fish
species, potentially resulting in higher predation rates on juvenile salmonids and
other fishes. However, predation associated with the facility is expected to be
small, and likely negligible. The project is designed to minimize and avoid
adverse effects related to scour and erosion and minimize turbulence that could
disorient fish and increase vulnerability to predation.

These alterations are minor and with the incorporation of environmental
commitments to compensate for loss of riparian habitat, thisimpact islessthan
significant.

Impact BIO-18: Harm to Fish as a Result of Accidental
Hazardous Materials and Chemical Spills

Construction-related activities (e.g., activities associated with access routes,
storage and staging areas) could potentially impair water quality if hazardous
chemicals (e.g., fuels and petroleum-based [ubricants) or other construction
materials are spilled or enter the Feather River. In general, construction-related
chemical spills could potentially affect fisheries and aquatic resources by causing
physiological stress, reducing biodiversity, altering primary and secondary
production, interfering with fish passage, and causing direct mortality. As
discussed in Chapter 2 (Environmental Commitment HAZ-1), the City would
minimize the potential for accidental spills of hazardous, toxic, or petroleum
substances and the potential for these substances to adversely affect fish and
other biological resources by preparing or requiring the construction contractor to
prepare a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP).
Therefore, thisimpact would be less than significant.

Operations and Maintenance Activities

Impact BIO-19: Changes in Impingement and Entrainment

Installation and operation of a fish screen would eliminate or substantially reduce
the risk of fish entrainment at the project site relative to basaline conditions. The
exigting unscreened intake would be replaced with an approved fish screen
designed to minimize entrainment and impingement of fish passing the intake
structure. The City and Reclamation have worked with NOAA Fisheries,
USFWS, and DFG to ensure that the fish screen and pumping plant facility are
designed to meet the DFG and NOAA Fisheries fish screen performance criteria.
The design was based on protective criteriafor juvenile salmonids but also
included consideration of green sturgeon.
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Environmental Commitment BIO-6 includes preparation and implementation of
an operations and maintenance plan and hydraulic monitoring plan to ensure that
the fish screen and pumping plant are operated and maintained in accordance
with the fish screen performance criteria.

In summary, the potential adverse impacts to special-status fish species from the
increased diversion rate would be more than offset by the benefits of the new
screened intake, which would decrease the overall risk of entrainment.
Therefore, thisimpact isless than significant.

Impact BIO-20: Alteration of Flow and Temperature

Changesin streamflow can affect the quantity and quality of fish habitat through
effects on water depths, velocities, and, to some extent, water temperatures. In
the lower Feather River, natural flow patterns are atered primarily by water
storage, diversion, and hydroelectric projects upstream of Oroville Facilities,
Lake Oroville operation, and diversions from Thermalito Afterbay (California
Department of Water Resources 2007).

Water diversionsin the action area can contribute to flow reductions and
potentially affect specid-status fish species. The primary species and life stages
of concern are adult and juvenile Chinook salmon and steel head because of their
relative sensitivity to altered flows and water temperatures. The potential effects
of increased water diversions include creating passage impediments for adults,
reducing the amount of shallow edge habitat and cover available to juvenilefish,
and increasing water temperatures. These mechanisms are recognized as
potentially important to adult and juvenile salmon and steelhead in this portion of
the river but have not been investigated. However, a general assessment of
potential project effects can be made based on the magnitude and frequency to
which flows and general habitat indicators will be affected.

Oroville Facilities are currently managed to meet minimum flow requirements
and water temperature objectives for spring-run Chinook salmon, fall-run
Chinook salmon, and steelhead in the primary holding and spawning reaches of
the Feather River upstream of the action area. The minimum flow requirement
below Thermalito Afterbay is 1,700 cfs from October through March and

1,000 cfs from April through September. In critica years, the minimum flow can
be reduced to 1,200 cfs from October to February and 1,000 cfsin March.
However, flows vary substantially from year to year depending on annual runoff,
flood management rel eases, downstream water supply and quality control
commitments, and tributary inflows (California Department of Water Resources
2007).

Monthly mean flow records are available for three locations within the action
area

m  Feather River at Y uba City, USGS Station 11407700

m Feather River at Shanghai Bend, USGS Station 11421700
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m  Feather River at Nicolaus, USGS Station 1142500

These gages were discontinued in the 1980s but the records are considered
generally representative of basdline flows under current Oroville Facility
operations.

Under baseline conditions (represented by monthly Y uba City diversionsin
2007), monthly diversion rates range from 12 to 34 cfs or 0.15-0.98% of the
19641984 monthly mean flowsin the Feather River at Y uba City. Downstream
of Yuba City, the magnitude of diversion effects on Feather River flow is even
smaller because of the flow contributions of the Y uba and Bear Rivers, as
reflected by the gage records for Shanghai Bend and Nicolaus.

Under the proposed action, the maximum diversion rate would be 48 mgd
(74 cfs). Assuming year-round operation at full capacity, the proposed action
could reduce river flows by an additional 4062 cfs relative to 2007 diversion
rates, resulting in a0.7—2.8 % reduction in flow at Y uba City, a 0.5-1.7%
reduction in flow at Shanghai Bend, and a 0.5-2.0% reduction in flow at
Nicolaus.

In critically dry years, Feather River flows below Thermalito Afterbay above the
Y uba River could be aslow as 1,000 cfs during the spring and summer and
1,200 cfsin the fall and the winter. Assuming aworst-case scenario in which
flows are at these minimum levels as far downstream as Y uba City, the proposed
action could reduce flows in the Feather River by up to 6-7%. Under baseline
conditions, up to 2-3% of the flow could be diverted. However, changesin river
flow of this magnitude are very infrequent and are not expected to measurably
change conditions for threatened and endangered species. Additionally,
operational changes implemented by DWR during dry years when they are
required to release water from Lake Oroville to satisfy in-basin entitlements and
meet minimum flow requirements to protect fisheries resources in the Feather
River may reduce any potential adverse effect. As such, thisimpact islessthan
significant.

Effects on Physical Habitat

General indicators of the effect of flow reductions on physical habitat are
reductionsin river stage, widths, and depths. Within the action area, these
changes could affect the amount of shallow water and cover available to juvenile
fish along the margins of theriver. During the primary emigration and rearing
months (December through June), maximum diversion rates under the proposed
action could reduce monthly mean flows in the Feather River by 0.9-2.0% at

Y uba City, 1.0-1.5% at Shanghai Bend, and 0.7-1.4% at Nicolaus. In
comparison, baseline diversion rates reduce monthly mean flows by 0.2-0.7% at
Y uba City, 0.2-0.5% at Shanghai Bend, and 0.1-0.5% at Nicolaus. Thus,
maximum diversion rates under the proposed action would be expected to cause
dlight reductionsin river widths and depths which would result in dight
reductionsin the availability of preferred habitat for juvenile fish. These
reductions are not expected to measurably affect juvenile salmon and steel head
survival, growth, and migration success. The potentia for adverse effects would
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increase dightly in dry years, but may be tempered by DWR water releases to
satisfy in-basin entitlements and meet minimum flow requirements. However,
changesin river flow during dry years are smilarly not expected to measureably
change the availability or quality of habitat.

Deeper, main channel habitats used by adult salmon, steelhead, and sturgeon
would be virtually unaffected by the proposed action. The only potential passage
impediment in the action areais at Shanghai Bend where a hard clay bench forms
a 3- to 5-foot waterfall, high-velocity chute, and shallow side channel at low
flows. This bench has been identified as a potential passage impediment to adult
sturgeon at low flows (California Department of Water Resources 2003c).

During the primary migration periods of adult green sturgeon (March through
July), maximum diversion rates under the proposed action could reduce monthly
mean flows in the Feather River by 0.9-2.2% at Y uba City, 0.7-1.5% at
Shanghai Bend, and 0.5-2.0% at Nicolaus. In comparison, baseline diversion
rates would reduce monthly mean flows by 0.2-0.8% at Y uba City, 0.1-0.5% at
Shanghai Bend, and 0.1-0.7% at Nicolaus. Because of the small effect of these
flow reductions on river depths and vel ocities, the proposed action is not likely to
adversely affect passage conditions for adult sturgeon.

Effects on Water Temperature

Oroville Facilities are currently managed to meet water temperature objectives
for spring-run Chinook salmon, fall-run Chinook salmon, and steelhead in the
primary holding and spawning reaches of the Feather River upstream of the
action area (California Department of Water Resources 2003a). Water
temperature objectives have been established for the Feather River Hatchery and
the low flow channel upstream of Thermalito Afterbay Outlet (<65°F at
Raobinson Riffle, RM 61.6 from June 1 through September 30). Downstream of
the Afterbay Outlet, water temperatures must be suitable for fall-run Chinook
salmon during the fall months (after September 15) and suitable for American
shad, striped bass, and other warmwater species from May through August
(Cdifornia Department of Water Resources 2003a).

Based on areview of the general emigration timing and water temperature
responses of juvenile salmon, DWR concluded that emigrating juvenile salmon
in the lower Feather River may experience thermal stress from elevated water
temperaturesin late May and June (California Department of Water Resources
2003a). For example, in 2002 and 2003, mean and maximum daily water
temperatures frequently exceeded 62.6°F (17°C) after mid-May and 68.0°F
(20°C) through June in the lower Feather River downstream of Honcut Creek
(Cdlifornia Department of Water Resources 2004a). Adult spring-run and fall-
run Chinook salmon may also be exposed to stressful water temperatures during
their upstream migrations to holding and spawning areas in the late spring,
summer, and early fall.

Water temperatures are coldest in the uppermost portions of the lower Feather
River and warm progressively downstream during the spring, summer, and early
fall. Recent water temperature modeling indicates that warming of the river
downstream of Thermalito Afterbay Outlet is affected by release temperature,
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release discharge, tributary inflows, and atmospheric conditions (California
Department of Water Resources 2004a). The effect of release temperature and
discharge on river temperature decreases with increasing distance downstream
from Oroville Dam as air temperature becomes the dominant influence on river
temperature. For example, water temperatures measured throughout the river in
June and July 2002 indicate that most of the warming in the Feather takes place
between the Fish Barrier Dam and the Y uba River (California Department of
Water Resources 2004a). Except for the localized influence of tributary inflows,
longitudinal profiles of mean and maximum daily water temperaturesin the
action areaindicate that water temperatures have largely stabilized in this portion
of the river during spring, summer, and early fall.

Given the location of the diversion and the magnitude of proposed diversion
rates, the project is expected to have negligible effects on river temperature.
Water temperature in the action area appears to be relatively insensitive to flow
within the range of flowsthat typically occur during the spring, summer, and fall
migration periods of Chinook salmon, steelhead, and green sturgeon. Removing
water from the river can affect the magnitude or rate of heating or coolingin
response to tributary inflows and fluctuating air temperatures but the slight
reduction in flow resulting from the action is not likely to measurably affect these
processes.

Sediment Management Effects

Salmonids are the fish species most likely to be affected by sediment
management activities. The effects of sediment and turbidity on fish were
addressed above.

The potential for effects on salmonidsis likely greatest for adult fall-run Chinook
salmon because their migration occurs when the ambient turbidity level in the
river istypically at the lowest and when flow diversion and sediment return are
typically the greatest. Other salmonids pass by the intake facility during winter
and spring months when ambient turbidity levels are both typically much higher
and variable and the ratio of flow diversion and sediment return to river flow is
lowest. Therefore, potential changes to ambient conditions that may occur in the
fall have the most potential to affect salmonids.

The plumeis not expected to have any adverse effects on salmonids because the
returned material isno different from that in the ambient turbidity, the plume
would likely be spatially confined and occupy a small proportion of the flow
width, and the suspended sediment levels would rapidly dissipate to levels
approaching ambient levels a short distance from the return facility. Therefore,
the plume should be easily avoided and bypassed by salmonids and other fishes.

Impact BlIO-21: Effects on Critical Habitat

Critical habitat for Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon and Central Valley
steelhead is designated within the project area. The action area lacks spawning
sites and estuarine and marine habitats but does include freshwater rearing sites
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and freshwater migration corridors. Potential project effects on critical habitat
include long-term beneficia effects on passage conditions for juvenile fish,
short-term adverse effects on water quality, losses of riparian habitat within the
project footprint, and long-term reductions in flow associated with increased
diversion capacity.

The proposed action would result in long-term beneficia effects to critical
habitat by improving passage conditions for Central Valley spring-run Chinook
salmon and Central Valley steelhead. Replacement of the existing unscreened
intake with a fish screen designed in accordance with current NOAA Fisheries
and DFG screen performance criteria, and implementation of approved hydraulic
and operations and maintenance plans would ensure that these benefits are
maintained over the life of the project.

Temporary adverse effects on water quality would occur from noise, suspended
sediment and turbidity, and cofferdam closure during construction activities.
Restricting in-water activities to the period from July 1 through October 31 and
implementing the environmental commitments would minimize the magnitude
and duration of these adverse effects.

Potential project impacts on critical habitat include losses of riparian habitat
within the project footprint. The proposed project footprint would encompass
approximately 0.17 acre of channel bed and bank that is currently dominated by a
simple streambank slope and rock revetment. The quaity of juvenile rearing and
migration habitat in the immediate project areais low because of the very limited
amount of substantia “natural cover such as shade, submerged and overhanging
large wood, log jams and beaver dams, aguatic vegetation, large rocks and
boulders, side channels, and undercut banks.” Only small amounts of these
essential elements that are present would be affected by the project. Because of
the lack of significant SRA cover and the low quality of existing habitat, no
adverse effects to critical habitat would occur in the project area.

Potential reductionsin river flow associated with increases in diversion capacity
are not expected to appreciably change water quantity, water temperature, and
access to cover/shelter. Consequently, the proposed project will not affect
critical habitat.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would not result in any significant impacts when
considering the mitigation proposed to avoid, minimize, and compensate for
impacts. Additionally, the fish screen will result in substantial improvements for
fish. The cumulative impact is less than significant.
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Cultural Resources

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal and state policies and regulations relevant to
the analysis of cultural resource issuesin the project area. No loca regulations
pertaining to cultural resources are applicable in the project area.

Federal Regulations

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

The Nationa Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 United
States Code (USC) 470 et seg.), isthe primary federal legisation dictating the
federal government to consider the effects of its actions on historic properties.
The 36 CFR Part 800 regulations that implement Section 106 of the NHPA
describe how federal agencies address these effects. Historic properties are
defined as those cultural resources listed, or eligible for listing, on the NRHP.
Thecriteriafor Nationa Register eligibility are outlined in 36 CFR Part 60.

Compliance with Section 106 (CFR Part 800) follows a series of stepsthat are
designed to identify interested parties, determine the APE, conduct cultura
resource inventories, determine if historic properties are present within the APE,
and assess effects on any identified historic properties. Regulationsin 36 CFR
Part 800.5 require federal agenciesto apply the criteria of adverse effect to
historic properties identified within the APE. The criteria of adverse affect,
defined in 36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), states that:

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or
indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the
property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would
diminish the integrity of the property’ s location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association.

State Regulations

California Environmental Quality Act

Cdlifornia Public Resources Code sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 require public
agenciesto consider the effects of their actions on historical resources and unique
archaeological resources. Historical resources are defined as any cultural
resource listed on, or determined eligible for listing on, the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR) (California Public Resources Code Section
21084.1 and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section
15064.5, subds. (a) and (b)). The CRHR includes cultural resources listed, or

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
Final Environmental Assessment 3-111



City of Yuba City Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

formally determined digible for listing, on the NRHP as well as some California
State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. A unigque archaeological
resource is defined as an artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly
demonstrated that there is a high probability that it meets the criteriafor listing
on the CRHR and the NRHP pursuant to California Public Resources Code,
Section 21083.2, subd. [g]).

The public agency has aresponsibility to assess whether the actions of a project
will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource
or unique archaeol ogical resource pursuant to California Public Resources Code
Section 21084.1. If aproject will adversely affect historic resources or unique
archaeological resources, the agencies will resolve those affectsin consultation
with the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP). Additionally, California Public
Resources Code Section 5024 requires consultation with the OHP when a project
may affect historical resources located on state-owned land.

As noted above, CEQA also requires |ead agencies to consider whether projects
will affect “unique archaeological resources.” California Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2, subdivision [g], states that “‘ unique archaeol ogical resource
means an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly
demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge,
thereisahigh probability that it meets any of the following criteria:

m contains information needed to answer important scientific research
guestions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;

m hasaspecid and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the
best available example of its type; or

m isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or
historic event or person” (California Public Resources Code, Section
21083.2, subd. [g]).

Environmental Setting

This section discusses the potential for the proposed project to affect cultural
resources. A cultural resources study conducted by EN2 Resources, Inc. and Past
Forward, Inc. for Yuba City Water Treatment Plant 24 to 30 mgd Water Supply
Replacement Project includes the footprint for the current project area. A
detailed description of the methods, findings, and conclusions of this study is
presented in the Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the Yuba City Water
Treatment Plant 24 to 30 mgd Water Supply Replacement Project (Quidachay
and Baxter 2005). Additionally, Jones and Stokes conducted a records search to
ensure that the most current available information was used to supplement the
previous study.

Consultation with interested parties was conducted to determine whether there
were any specific concerns regarding cultural resourcesin the project area. EN2
Resources sent letters and coordinated with the Native American Heritage
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Commission, the Enterprise Rancheria of Maidu Indians, and the Community
Memorial Museum of Sutter County. No additional communication has been
received from these organizations to date.

As described in EN2 Resources, Inc. FISMND, on February 21, 2005, the
Northeast Information Center (NEIC) of the California Historical Resources
Information System conducted a thorough search of their records pertaining to
the project area (the project corridor, access roads, and staging areas) within a
0.25-mileradius. The NEIC records document a cultural resources survey in a
small portion of the project area (Storm 1976).

EN2 Resources and Past Forward, Inc. conducted an intensive pedestrian survey
of the project corridor from the Feather River to the WTP (Quidachay and Baxter
2005). A segment of the Southern Pacific Railroad grade was the only cultural
resource identified in the project area. This segment was evaluated for
significance using the criteria of the NRHP and the CRHR. The resource does
not appear to meet the NRHP or CRHR significance criteria and therefore does
not constitute a significant cultural resource for the purposes of NEPA or CEQA.

Document research was conducted in two phases. The first phase focused on
sources that would assist in providing an overview of the project area s cultural
setting. The second phase of research was conducted after cultural resources
were identified in the project area as aresult of pre-field research, consultation,
and the pedestrian survey. This phase of research focused on determining the
significance of resources that would be directly affected by project activities.
Varied materials were reviewed, including files, maps, and documents located at
the following repositories:

m  Northeast Center of the California Historical Resources Information System
and

m  Community Memorial Museum of Sutter County. (Quidachay and Baxter
2005.)

Quidachay and Baxter (2005) recorded the portion of the grade in the present
project area and evaluated the earthen levee/railroad grade (KH-12) for
significance using the criteria of the NRHP and the CRHR. The resource does
not appear to meet the NRHP or CRHR significance criteria and therefore does
not constitute a significant cultural resource for the purposes of NEPA or CEQA.

Records search updates conducted in October 2006 by Jones and Stokes
indicated that one additional cultural resource survey was conducted within a
0.25-mileradius of the project area (Wickstrom et a. 1989). A review of historic
maps indicates that no mapped historic-era cultural resources are located in the
project area (General Land Office 1859; U.S. Geological Survey 1909, 1952).
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Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of impacts on historical resources
are based on the CEQA Guiddlines, which require that impacts be evaluated
based on thresholds of significance. An aternativeis considered to have a
significant impact on cultural resources if it would:

m cause asubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5;

m cause asubstantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeol ogical
resource pursuant to §15064.5;

m directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature; or

m disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions would remain the same and
there would be no impacts to cultural resources.

Proposed Project

Impact CR-1: Impacts on Known Cultural Resources

The Southern Pacific Railroad grade is not digiblefor listing in the CRHR or the
NRHP; therefore, no significant cultural resources will be impacted by the
project.

Impact CR-2: Impacts on Undiscovered
Cultural Resources

During ground-disturbing construction activities, there is potential for discovery
of buried cultura resources, including human remains that have not been
identified. Environmental Commitments for Cultural Resources as described in
Chapter 2, “ Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives,” outline the
procedures for addressing cultural resources discovered during construction.
Thiswould ensure that impacts on historical resources are less than significant.
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Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project does not affect any significant historical resources and if
unknown resources are discovered during construction, procedures would be
followed to ensure the proper handling of the resources. Therefore, cumulative
impact on cultural resourcesisless than significant.

Hazardous Materials

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal, state, and local policies and regulations
relevant to the analysis of hazardous materialsissuesin the project area.

Federal Regulations

The principal federal regulatory agency responsible for the safe use and handling
of hazardous materialsisthe EPA. Two key federal regulations pertaining to
hazardous wastes are described below. Other applicable federal regulations are
contained primarily in CFR Titles 29, 40, and 49.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

The federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act enables the EPA to
administer aregulatory program that extends from the manufacture of hazardous
materials to their disposal, thus regulating the generation, transportation,
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste at al facilities and sitesin the
nation.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(also known as Superfund) was passed to facilitate the cleanup of the nation’s
toxic waste sites. In 1986, the act was amended by the Superfund Amendment
and Reauthorization Act Title 111 (community right-to-know laws). Titlelll
states that past and present owners of land contaminated with hazardous
substances can be held liable for the entire cost of the cleanup, even if the
material was dumped illegally when the property was under different ownership.

State Regulations

Californiaregulations are equal to or more stringent than federal regulations.
The EPA has granted the State of California primary oversight responsibility to
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administer and enforce hazardous waste management programs. State
regulations require planning and management to ensure that hazardous wastes are
handled, stored, and disposed of properly to reduce risks to human and
environmenta health. Several key laws pertaining to hazardous wastes are
discussed below.

Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act of
1985

The Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act, also known
as the Business Plan Act, requires businesses using hazardous materials to
prepare a plan that describes their facilities, inventories, emergency response
plans, and training programs. Hazardous materials are defined as unsafe raw or
unused materialsthat are part of a process or manufacturing step. They are not
considered hazardous waste. Health concerns pertaining to the release of
hazardous materials, however, are similar to those relating to hazardous waste.

Hazardous Waste Control Act

The Hazardous Waste Control Act created the state hazardous waste management
program, which is similar to but more stringent than the federal Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act program. The act isimplemented by regulations
contained in Title 26 of the CCR, which describes the following required aspects
for the proper management of hazardous waste:

m identification and classification;

m generation and transportation;

m design and permitting of recycling, treatment, storage, and disposal facilities;
m treatment standards,

m  operation of facilities and staff training; and

m closure of facilitiesand liability requirements.

These regulations list more than 800 materials that may be hazardous and
establish criteria for identifying, packaging, and disposing of such waste. Under
the Hazardous Waste Control Act and Title 26, the generator of hazardous waste
must complete a manifest that accompanies the waste from generator to
transporter to the ultimate disposal location. Copies of the manifest must be filed
with the California Department of Toxic Substances and Control.

Emergency Services Act

Under the Emergency Services Act, the state developed an emergency response
plan to coordinate emergency services provided by federal, state, and local
agencies. Rapid response to incidents involving hazardous materials or
hazardous waste is an important part of the plan, which is administered by the
California Office of Emergency Services. The office coordinates the responses
of other agencies, including EPA, the California Highway Patrol, RWQCBS, air
quality management districts, and Y uba County disaster response offices.
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Local Regulations

Yuba City General Plan

The Y uba City General Plan provides guiding and implementing policies for
ensuring public safety asit pertains to hazardous materials. The following are
applicable to the proposed project:

Guiding Policy

9.5-G-1 Minimize the risk of property damage and personal injury resulting
from the production, use, storage, disposal, or transportation of hazardous
meaterials.

I mplementing Policy

9.5-1-3 Require the clean-up of sites contaminated with hazardous
substances.

Other Laws, Regulations, and Programs
Various other state regulations have been enacted that affect hazardous waste
management, including:

m  Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Proposition 65),
which requires labeling of substances known or suspected by the State of
Cadliforniato cause cancer; and

m  California Government Code Section 65962.5, which requires the Office of
Permit Assistance to compile alist of possible contaminated sitesin the state.

State and federal regulations also require that hazardous materials sites be

identified and listed in public records. These regulations and lists include:

m  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System;

m  National Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites,

m  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act;

m  California Superfund List of Active Annual Workplan Sites; and

m listsof state-registered underground and leaking underground storage tanks.

Environmental Setting

Hazardous materials and wastes are those substances that, because of their
physical, chemical, or other characteristics, may pose arisk of endangering
human health or safety or of endangering the environment (California Health and
Safety Code Section 25260). Types of hazardous materials include petroleum
hydrocarbons, pesticides, and volatile organic carbons.
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Hazardous Materials at the Project Site

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) maintains alist
of sitesin Yuba City that represent hazardous waste facilities subject to
corrective action, lands designated as hazardous waste properties or border zone
properties, and public drinking water wells that contain detectable levels of
organic contaminants and that are subject to water analysis. The DTSC aso
includes data gathered by the State Water Board, which reports alist of all
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sitesand all solid waste disposal
facilities from which there isa migration of hazardous waste. The nearest
confirmed hazardous waste site is approximately 0.7 mile from the project area
(Cdifornia Department of Toxic Substances Control 2009).

Hazardous Materials and Waste Handling and Response

The Sutter County Hazardous Waste Management Plan was adopted in 1990, as
required by state law. This plan establishes a waste management hierarchy that
focuses on waste reduction and minimization (Dyett & Bhatia 2004). Thisplan
also includes a comprehensive approach to management of hazardous wastes in
the County, including education and enforcement efforts to minimize and control
the hazardous waste stream and policies to maintain a unified database on
businesses that generate waste. The Sutter County Community Services
Department is the local agency responsible for enforcing a variety of hazardous
material and waste requirements. The mgjority of the hazardous waste generated
in the county (95%) isfrom small quantity generators, who do not ship hazardous
wastes, and from individual households (Dyett & Bhatia 2004). Sutter County’s
generator programs, as recommended in the Sutter County Hazardous Waste
Management Plan, focus on encouraging recycling of waste oil (Dyett & Bhatia
2004). Although some businessesin Y uba City use hazardous materials,
hazardous waste is not generated in large amounts. The Y uba-Sutter Household
Hazardous Waste Facility in Y uba City collects waste oil and household
hazardous wastes. Thisfacility is operated jointly by Yuba and Sutter Counties.

In the event that a hazardous materials spill occursin the city, the Police and Fire
Departments are simultaneously sent to the scene to respond and assess the
situation (Dyett & Bhatia 2004). The Fire Department keeps two firefighters
with specia hazardous materials training on each shift. If a spill occurson the
freeway, the California Highway Patrol would call upon the City’ sresourcesin
identifying, isolating, and if necessary, evacuating the area.

Sensitive Receptors in the Project Area
Schools are considered sensitive receptors for hazardous material issues because

children are more susceptible than adults to the effects of many hazardous
materials. No schools arelocated in the project area.
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The nearest airport is Y uba County Airport, located more than 5 miles from the
project areain Olivehurst. No private airstrips are near the project area, and no
airport land use plans apply to the project area.

Thresholds of Significance

Based on the CEQA Guidelines, which require that impacts be evaluated based
on thresholds of significance, it was determined that the proposed project would
result in asignificant hazardous or hazardous materia effect if it would:

m create asignificant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials;

m create asignificant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the rel ease of
hazardous materials into the environment;

m  Dbelocated on asitethat isincluded on alist of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as aresult,
would create asignificant hazard to the public or the environment;

m  impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or
B expose people or structuresto asignificant risk of loss, injury, or death

involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not include construction or other activities that
would generate hazardous wastes or use hazardous materials. Additionally, there
would be no change in other hazards associated with the continued operation of
the exigting intake. As such, there would be no impact.

Proposed Project

The proposed project is not located near schools, private airstrips, airports, or
wildlands. As such, impacts related to hazards would be a result of use of
hazardous material s during construction and operation of the proposed project.
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Impact HAZ-1: Exposure to or Release of Hazardous
Materials during Construction

Ground-disturbing activities during construction may result in the rel ease of
hazardous materials. However, the project area has not been identified asa
hazardous waste site, and there are no known hazardous materials in the area that
would be disturbed. Additionally, construction activities could result in the
accidental release of a hazardous substance such asfuel, oil, or other material
from construction equipment, during equipment refueling, or during transport
and installation of equipment and materials to the site. Accidental releases of
these hazardous substances could contaminate soils and degrade surface water
and groundwater quality. Accidenta releases also could pose risks to worker
safety by exposing workers to hazardous materials. As such, potential impacts
associated with hazardous materials could occur during construction but would
be localized and temporary in nature. Asthere are no airports, private airstrips,
or schools within a mile of the project area, the project would not cause undue
exposure or increase in hazards to off-site sensitive receptors. The potentia to
expose the environment and workers to hazardous materials therefore is low and
would be minimized further by implementing the provisions of a spill prevention
and containment plan (Environmental Commitment HAZ-1) as described in
Chapter 2, “ Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives.” This plan will
include measures for responding to and remediating spills that will minimize
impacts on surrounding areas. As such, thisimpact isless than significant.

Impact HAZ-2: Exposure to or Release of Hazardous
Materials during Operation

Routine operations and maintenance activities may involve the use of solvents
and lubricants. However, operation would not result in hazardous emissions or
require handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous material's, substances, or
waste. Therefore, thisimpact is lessthan significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would not contribute to any significant cumulative impacts
related to hazards or hazardous materials. As described above, the project has
the potential for accidental spills during construction, but environmental
commitments would ensure that the potential is small and if such release were to
occur, it would be contained. Additionally, the project areais small and
construction activities are limited. As such, cumulative impacts would be less
than significant.
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Visual Quality

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the state policies and regulations relevant to the analysis of
visual quality issuesin the project area. No federa or local regulations pertaining
to visua quality are applicable to the proposed project.

State Regulations

Cdlifornia' s Scenic Highway Program was created by the California State
Legidaturein 1963. Its purposeisto preserve and protect scenic highway
corridors from change that would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent
to highways. A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of
the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the
landscape, and the extent to which devel opment intrudes on the traveler’s
enjoyment of the view. The State Scenic Highway System includes alist of
highways that are either eligible for designation as scenic highways or have been
so designated. The status of a state scenic highway changes from eligibleto
officially designated when the local jurisdiction adopts a scenic corridor
protection program, appliesto Caltransfor scenic highway approval, and receives
notification from Caltrans that the highway has been designated as a scenic
highway.

Environmental Setting

The project areaislocated within areas that have been previoudy developed or
disturbed. Surrounding views aretypical of arura and agricultura environment.
Y uba City is surrounded on three sides by rural landscape. Y uba City residents
strongly identify with the rural and agricultural setting of Sutter County, and
therefore the views and images of orchards and crop rows are considered
important aesthetics (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).

The project areais not adjacent to or near a Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA)—designated or state-designated Scenic Highway. The project siteis
located on the western side of the Feather River, east of awalnut grove.
Although the LLPS is adjacent to the Feather River, theriver and its floodplain
are not visible from residential areas and public roadways because of the levee
and the walnut grove. The project site has no public access. The Feather River
Levee Bike Trail runs on top of the levee; however a half-mile lies between the
levee and the eastern side of the walnut grove where the project siteis located.
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The project areais visible to such viewer groups as boaters, anglers, and
swimmers and is aso visible from the opposite bank of the Feather River. The
current LLPS isvisible as well; however, both the LLPS and the project area are
partially obscured by treeslocated along the river bank.

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of impacts on visual resources are
based on the CEQA Guiddines, which require that impacts be eval uated based
on thresholds of significance. An alternative is considered to have a significant
impact on visual resources if it would:

m have asubstantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

m substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;

m substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings; or

m create anew source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project alternative would not result in any construction or operational
changes that could change views or aesthetic character. As such, there would be
no impact.

Proposed Project

Neither the intake structure nor the LLPSislocated along a state scenic highway.
In addition, no trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings would be affected
asaresult of the proposed project.

Impact VIS-1: Temporary Degradation of Visual Quality
during Construction

Construction equipment and activities would be visible from the Feather River.
The construction would occur over no more than two seasons, and changesin
visual quality would be limited to theimmediate area of the intake structure.
Boaters passing the project site would quickly passthe area of effect, and the
overall character of the river would not be substantially changed. Swimmers and
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anglers, however, would remain near the project areafor longer periods of time
than boaters, and thus the visual quality would be dightly degraded for those
viewer groups while they are in the area during construction. Thisimpact on the
visual quality of the project areawould be limited to the construction period,
resulting in atemporary impact. Upon completion of construction, the intake
areawould appear nearly identical to the existing condition. As such, this impact
islessthan significant.

Impact VIS-2: Permanent Changes in Views, Light, or
Glare

The portions of the project that would be visible from either the river or the bank
arethe LLPS and a portion of the intake structure. Although the intake structure
may differ in design from the existing intake structure, the overall viewer
response to the new structure would be similar to existing conditions. No
changes would be made to the LLPS structure exterior that could affect visua
resourcesin the area. There would be no changesin light or glare because the
new intake structure would be made of materials similar to those of the existing
structure, there would be no additional lighting, and there would be no changes to
the LLPS. Thisimpact isless than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project combined with other past, present, and future projects
would result in aless than significant cumulative impact because there would be
no net changein the visua quality of the diversion area and other projects would
generally maintain or improve the visua quality of the Feather River in and
around the Y uba City area.

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the local policies and regulations relevant to the analysis
of recreation issuesin the project area. No federd or state regulations pertaining
to recreation are applicable to the proposed project.

Local Regulations

The Parks, Schools and Community Facilities Element of the Y uba City General
Plan identifies the City’ s long-term program for the development of parks,
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schools, and community facilities. The General Plan presents policies to support
the implementation of the Feather River Parkway Strategic Plan, a
comprehensive plan developed by the City to establish aframework for
improvements for lands on the western bank of the Feather River. Proposed uses
include atrail system, beaches, river viewing pavilions, boating facilities, and
active recreational facilities, such asa golf course (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).

Environmental Setting

The project areais zoned as Open Space and Recreation by the City’ s General
Plan. The proposed project areais adjacent to the Feather River, which hosts a
variety of recreation, including fishing and recreational boating.

The Feather River Parkway is arestoration project in the city that recently has
received funding for implementation and is expected to be completed within

1.5 years (Mclntire pers. comm.). This project would improve the habitat along
the river, including restoring woodlands and plantings of native grasses and
shade trees, and would install pedestrian and biking trails along with interpretive

signage.

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of impacts on recreation resources
are based on the CEQA Guiddines, which require that impacts be eval uated
based on thresholds of significance. An adternativeis considered to have a
significant impact on recreation resources if it would:

m increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated;

m  eliminate or substantially reduce recreational opportunities; or

m include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no construction or operational
changes and therefore no impacts on recreation.
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Proposed Project

Impact REC-1: Temporary Decrease in Recreational
Opportunities

Dewatering a portion of the Feather River channel during project construction
would occur during summer, when recreation activity is at its peak. Thiswould
result in temporarily decreased opportunities for fishing, swimming, and boating
in the project area. It is expected that potentia recreationists would use other
adjacent areas for recreation. None of the usesisintensive, and this temporary
shift to another location would not require construction or improvement of other
existing recreation facilities. Other recreation activities that may occur on land
may be temporarily affected by construction, but these activities (walking,
biking, etc.) would quickly pass the project area, and this effect would not result
in alost opportunity. Thisimpact islessthan significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project combined with other past, present, and future projects
would result in aless than significant cumulative impact on recreation. This
impact would occur during construction and could result in multiple locations on
the Feather River where recreation is prohibited or restricted. Thisrestriction
would be less than significant because many areas aong the Feather River still
would provide recreational opportunities, impacts on recreation would be
temporary, and other projects would improve recreational access and
opportunities.

Socioeconomics and Housing

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

No federa, state or local regulations pertaining to socioeconomics and housing
are applicable to the proposed project. However, one of the stated purposes of
the Y uba City General Plan isto meet the City’ s jobs/housing balance objectives
and the need for housing in the community. The jobs/housing ratio expected at
General Plan buildout of undevel oped areas will be 1.26 jobs for each housing
unit (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).
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Environmental Setting

The proposed project site is entirely within the boundaries of Y uba City.
According to Yuba City’s General Plan (Growth Element) early economic
growth was related to providing services within alarge agricultural area. In
addition to agriculture, which served as the traditional employment base for the
region, employment cores were developed in downtown Y uba City and at the
intersection of SR 20 and SR 99. With substantial growth occurring in the past
20 years, Y uba City is now the economic hub of the surrounding agricultural
area, providing services for both city and regional residents. It alsois part of the
Sacramento metropolitan area economy and is influenced by trendsin thislarger
area (Dyett & Bhatia 2004).

Thresholds of Significance

The criteria used for determining significance of impacts on population and
housing are based on the CEQA Guidelines, which require that impacts be
evaluated based on thresholds of significance, and professiona standards. An
alternative is considered to have a significant impact on population, housing, and
socioeconomicsif it would:

m displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere;

m result in areduction in employment and income; or

m displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project alternative would result in continued diversions from the existing
intake facility and the associated changes in population and housing. No
construction would occur, so no new jobs or housing needs would be created.
There would be no changesin the current population, housing, and income trends
in Yuba City. As such, there would be no impact.

Proposed Project

Impact SOC-1: Increased Employment and Income

Construction of the proposed project would require approximately 10 to
15 workers at any given time. These workers are expected to come from the
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Sacramento region. The 2-year construction period would generate temporary
employment for construction workers and also could indirectly contribute to
increased employment related to construction materials. Thisimpact would be
beneficial.

Impact SOC-2: Increased Housing Needs

As described under Impact SOC-2, there would be an increase in employment,
primarily related to construction workers from Sacramento. Thereis currently a
housing surplusin both the Sacramento and Y uba City areas and no new housing
is expected to be constructed to support the proposed project. There would be no
impact.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project combined with other projects has the potential to cause
growth and development in the Y uba City area. Thiswould result in an increase
in housing, employment, and incomein theregion. Thisregional growthis
described and evaluated in the GP EIR. As such, the proposed project would
have no additional impacts on housing, employment, or income, and no further
analysisis necessary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action is limited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. As
such, there would be no change in housing, and only very small, temporary
changes in employment and income related to the federal action. Assuch this
cumulative impact is less than significant.

Population and Growth

This section describes the potential growth-inducing effects of the proposed
project.

Section 15126 (d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that growth-inducing effects
of aproposed action be addressed. NEPA requires environmental documentsto
analyze growth-inducing effects that may include changesin patterns of land use,
population density, or growth rate and related environmental effects.
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Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the local policies and regulations relevant to the analysis
of population and growth issuesin the project area. No federa or state

regul ations pertaining to population and growth are applicable to the proposed
project.

Local Regulations

Yuba City General Plan

The Yuba City General Plan states that one of its key initiativesisto retain the
compact form of Y uba City and protect the surrounding rural areas with aclearly
defined UGB. The policies presented in the Land Use Element relating to the
City’ s growth and expansi on focus on containing development within the UGB
and preserving the rural, agricultura landscape outside the UGB. Those guiding
and implementing policies that are applicable to the proposed project include the
following:

Guiding Palicies

3.4-G-1 Maintain awell-defined compact urban form, with a defined urban
growth boundary and urban development intensities on land designated for
urban uses.

3.4-G-2 Promote a balanced land use program that increases the ability of
people to live and work in the city.

I mplementing Policy

3.4-1-4 Support the County’ s efforts to maintain viable agricultural uses
surrounding the City in areas outside the proposed Urban Growth
Boundary.

Environmental Setting

Y uba City had an estimated population of 60,506 in 2006 (California Department
of Finance 2006). The city’s population is expected to increase to 82,000 in 2010
and 90,800 in 2015, an increase of approximately 36% and 50%, respectively.

Thresholds of Significance

Operating the expanded Feather River intake would be considered growth
inducing if it would:

m foster economic, population, or housing growth;
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m remove obstaclesto growth; or

m  encourage or facilitate other activities that cause significant environmental
effects.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not include expanding the Feather River intake
or increasing the amount of water that could be treated at the WTP and delivered
within the Y uba City service area. No growth-inducing effects would occur
under the No Project Alternative because no additional water would be available
for delivery within the Y uba City service area

Proposed Project

The proposed project would increase the capacity of the intake structure to
approximately 48 mgd, 6 mgd more than the current peak capacity of the WTP.

Impact GRO-1: Indirect Growth-Inducement

Operating the expanded Feather River intake would facilitate future growth in the
Y uba City service area by creating alarger and more reliable water supply to
exigting and future municipal and industrial water users. Enhancing the water
supply would help foster economic and population growth in Y uba City.

Asindicated above, the population of Y uba City is expected to increase by nearly
50% by 2015. This growth would be accommodated by converting existing land
uses within Y uba City to residential and commercial uses. Thisresidential and
commercia growth could result in significant environmental effects on existing
land uses and agriculture (described above under Impact LU-2: Indirect Impacts
on Land Use as a Result of Increased Diversions).

Additionally, because the proposed project would remove an obstacle to growth,
indirect impacts on terrestrial biological resources would occur due primarily to
habitat |oss as devel opment isimplemented. The potential loss of agriculture and
open space have been described in the Y uba City General Plan, and evaluated in
the Yuba City General Plan EIR. These land use changes are primarily a
conversion from agricultural usesto residential and commercia uses, which
would result in aloss of habitat for species that use agricultural land. These
impacts are described and evaluated in the GP EIR. As such, the proposed
project would have no additional impacts on utilities and services, and no further
analysisis necessary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (b) through (d).
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As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the federal action is limited to the funding for a
portion of the fish screen that is not linked to the new intake diversion rate. As
such, there would be no growth-inducing effects related to the federal action and
there would be no cumulative impact for purposes of NEPA evaluation.

Indian Trust Assets

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

Consistent with President Clinton’ s 1994 memorandum, “ Government-to-
Government Relations with Native American Tribal Governments,” Reclamation
assesses the effect of its programs on tribal trust resources and federally
recognized tribal governments. Reclamation is tasked with actively engaging
federally recognized tribal governments and consulting with such tribes on a
government-to-government level (59 FR 1994) when its actions affect Indian
Trust Assets (ITAS).

The DOI Departmental Manual Part 512.2 ascribes the responsibility for ensuring
protection of ITAsto the heads of bureaus and offices (U.S. Department of the
Interior 1995). Part 512, Chapter 2 of the Departmental Manual statesthat it is
the policy of DOI to recognize and fulfill itslegal obligationsto identify, protect,
and conserve the trust resources of federally recognized Indian tribes and tribal
members. All bureaus are responsible for, among other things, identifying any
impact of their plans, projects, programs or activities on ITAs; ensuring that
potential impacts are explicitly addressed in planning, decision, and operational
documents; and consulting with recognized tribes who may be affected by
proposed activities.

Consistent with this, Reclamation’s Indian trust policy states that Reclamation
will carry out its activities in a manner that protects ITAs and avoids adverse
impacts when possible, or provides appropriate mitigation or compensation when
itisnot. To carry out this policy, Reclamation incorporated proceduresinto its
NEPA -compliance procedures to require evaluation of the potential effects of its
proposed actions on ITAs (U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Reclamation 1996). Reclamation is responsible for assessing whether the
proposed project has the potential to affect ITAs, and will comply with
procedures contained in Departmental Manual Part 512.2.

Environmental Setting

The nearest ITA isthe Mooretown Rancheria, approximately 21 miles
north/northeast of the project area.
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Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in any construction activities or
changesin operation that could affect any ITAs. Assuch, there would be no
impact.

Proposed Project

The proposed project would not affect Indian Trust Assets because the nearest
ITA islocated approximately 21 miles from the project area, and there are no
discernable changes that would occur outside the project area or Y uba City.

Environmental Justice

The concept of environmental justice embraces two principles: (1) fair treatment
of al people regardless of race, color, nation of origin, or income and

(2) meaningful involvement of peoplein communities potentially affected by
program actions. Low-income popul ations and minority populations are more
likely to be exposed to physical displacement and adverse impacts on their
cultural ingtitutions, traditional forms of land use, community cultural character,
religious practices, and financial well being.

Affected Environment

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal policies and regulations relevant to the analysis
of environmental justiceissues in the project area. No state or local regulations
pertaining to environmental justice are applicable to the proposed project.

Federal Regulations

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actionsto Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
Populations. The purpose of the order isto avoid the disproportionate placement
of any adverse environmental, economic, socid, or health impacts from federa
actions and policies on minority and low-income populations. Executive Order
12898 requires all federa agenciesto conduct programs, policies, and activities
that subsequently affect human health or the environment in a manner that
ensures that such programs, policies, and activities do not have an effect of
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excluding persons (including populations) from participation in or denying
persons the benefits of those programs, or subjecting persons to discrimination
because of their race, color, or national origin. Section 1-101 requires federal
agenciesto identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of programs on minority and low-
income populations. By memorandum on February 11, 1994, President Clinton
directed the EPA to ensure that agencies analyze environmental effects on
minority and low-income communities, including human health, social, and
economic effects.

Environmental Consequences

No Project Alternative

Asthere are no impacts related to the No Project Alternative, there would be no
environmental justice issues.

Proposed Project

None of the impactsidentified above would disproportionately affect |ow-income
or minority groups. The replacement of the existing intake structure on and
adjacent to the Feather River would not take place in minority or low-income
areas or communities.
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Chapter 4
Consultation and Coordination

This chapter provides an overview of the permits and approvals that would likely
be needed to implement the proposed project and describes the consultation and
coordination that the City and Reclamation have had with other agenciesto date.

4.1 Permits and Approvals

Since there is both City and federal participation in the project, environmental
documentation will need to comply with federa, state, and local regulations. The
City is serving aslead agency for CEQA compliance, and Reclamation is serving
as lead agency for NEPA compliance.

The proposed project may need to receive the following permits and approvals:

Section 401 Water Quality Certification (or waiver of certification),
certifying compliance with state water quality standards, from the Central
Valey RWQCB;

Section 402 Nationa Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit from the Central Valley RWQCB,;

Section 404 Permit from the Corps;
Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement from DFG;
Central Valley Flood Protection Board Encroachment Permit;

Section 7 Incidental Take Permit from NOAA Fisheries for winter-run and
spring-run Chinook salmon and Central Valley steelhead;

USFWS Section 7 Incidental Take Permit for valley elderberry longhorn
beetle;

The Natura Communities Conservation Plan Act;
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; and
Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code.
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Clean Water Act

Federal water quality regulations are established primarily in the CWA and
administered by the EPA. These regulations are subsequently implemented
primarily by the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), the
Corps, and other state agencies as deemed appropriate.

Several sections of the CWA pertain to regulating effects on waters of the
United States. Section 101 specifies the objectives of the CWA, which are
implemented largely through Title |11 (Standards and Enforcement) and
Section 301 (Prohibitions). Section 401 (Certification) specifies additional
requirements for permit review, particularly at the state level. Section 402,
the NPDES permit program, is the primary federal program that regul ates
point-source and nonpoint-source discharges to waters of the United States.
The discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United Statesis
subject to permitting specified under Title IV (Permits and Licenses) of the
CWA and specifically under Section 404 of the act (Discharges of Dredge or
Fill Material).

Section 401

Under CWA Section 401, applicants for afederal license or permit to conduct
activitiesthat may result in the discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United
States must obtain certification from the state in which the discharge would
originate or, if appropriate, from the interstate water pollution control agency
with jurisdiction over affected waters at the point where the discharge would
originate. Therefore, all projectsthat have afederal component and may affect
state water quality (including projects that require federal agency approval [such
as issuance of a Section 404 permit]) must aso comply with CWA Section 401.
In California, the authority to grant water quality certification has been del egated
to the State Water Board, and applications for water quality certification under
CWA Section 401 are typically processed by the RWQCB with local jurisdiction.
Water quality certification requires evaluation of potential impactsin light of
water quality standards and CWA Section 404 criteria governing the discharge of
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. For purposes of this
project, Reclamation and the City will submit an application for Section 401
certification from the Central Valey RWQCB.

Section 402—National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Program

The 1972 amendments to the federal Water Pollution Control Act established the
NPDES permit program to regulate discharges of pollutants from point sources
(Section 402). The 1987 amendments created a new section to the CWA devoted
to stormwater permitting. The EPA has granted the state primacy in
administering and enforcing the provisions of the CWA and the NPDES permit
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program. The State Water Board issues both general and individual permits for
certain activities.

The proposed project has the potentia to result in the discharge of pollutants due
to erosion during construction near the Feather River. As such, Reclamation will
seek a Section 402 permit.

Section 404

Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States. Under Section 404, the Corpsis responsible for
issuing permits authorizing the placement of dredged or fill material into
jurisdictional waters of the United States. The proposed project would result in
fill related to the intake structure in waters of the United States. As such,
Reclamation will obtain a Section 404 permit.

Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code—
Streambed Alteration Agreement

DFG regulates work that will substantially affect resources associated with

rivers, streams, and lakes in California, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections
1600-1616. Any action from a public project that substantially diverts or
obstructs the natural flow or changes the bed, channel, or bank of any river,
stream, or lake or uses material from a streambed must be previoudy authorized
by DFG in aLake or Streambed Alteration Agreement under Section 1600 of the
Fish and Game Code. This requirement may, in some cases, apply to any work
undertaken within the 100-year floodplain of a body of water or itstributaries,
including intermittent streams and desert washes. Asagenera rule, however, it
appliesto any work done within the annual high-water mark of awash, stream, or
lake that contains or once contained fish and wildlife or that supports or once
supported riparian vegetation.

The proposed project includes alteration of the Feather River resulting from
construction of the new intake facility. As such, the City would need to enter
into a Streambed Alteration Agreement with DFG to minimize impacts on fish
and wildlife habitat.

Central Valley Flood Protection Board Encroachment

Permit
The Centra Valley Flood Protection Board (Board) administers permits for
projects that are within federal flood control project levees and aBoard
easement, may have an effect on the flood control functions of project levees, are
within a Board-designated floodway, or are within regulated Central Valley
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streams listed in Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. Activities that
may require a permit include any project that proposes to work in a regul ated
stream, a designated floodway on federal flood control project levee slopes, or
within 10 feet of the levee toe. Assuch, the proposed project would need an
encroachment permit from the Board.

ESA Section 7 Consultation and California ESA
Incidental Take Permit

In support of the required permits and consultations, an ASIP has been prepared
(Jones & Stokes 2007) based on literature reviews and site-specific biological
surveys that were conducted in and adjacent to the intake site by EN2 (City of

Y uba City 2005) and Jones & Stokes during surveysin 2007 and 2008 to assess
potential impacts of intake construction on plant and wildlife speciesin the area.
The ASIP, which will serve as abiological assessment for federally listed species
and an incidental take permit application for state-listed species, includes
measures to comply with the NCCPA. USFWS and NFMS will use the ASIP to
issue biological opinions, and DFG will useit to issue an incidental take permit
and NCCP.

To date, the City and Reclamation have been informally consulting with
USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and DFG regarding the project description, impacts
assessment, and appropriate mitigation measures. Informal consultation has been
ongoing since 2006. The final ASIP will be provided to USFWS and NOAA
Fisheriesin support of ESA Section 7 consultation concurrent with the
distribution of this EA/IS. The impacts, mitigation measures, and environmental
commitments described in this EA/IS are consistent with the ASIP.

Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act

The Nationa Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 United
States Code (USC) 470 et seg.), isthe primary federal legidation dictating the
federal government to consider the effects of its actions on historic properties.
The 36 CFR Part 800 regulations that implement Section 106 of the NHPA
describe how federal agencies address these effects. Historic properties are
defined as those cultural resources listed, or eligible for listing, on the NRHP.
The criteriafor Nationa Register eligibility are outlined in 36 CFR Part 60.

Compliance with Section 106 (CFR Part 800) follows a series of stepsthat are
designed to identify interested parties, determine the APE, conduct cultural
resource inventories, determine if historic properties are present within the APE,
and assess effects on any identified historic properties. Regulationsin 36 CFR
Part 800.5 require federal agenciesto apply the criteria of adverse effect to
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historic properties identified within the APE. The criteria of adverse affect,
defined in 36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), states that:

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or
indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the
property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association.

4.2 Public Review of this Environmental
Assessment

The Draft EA was circulated to interested parties for 30-day public review period
that began November 2, 2009 and ended December 4, 2009. The Draft EA was
posted on Reclamation’s Mid-Pacific (MP) Region NEPA website. One comment
letter was received from the Native American Heritage Commission. The
response to the comment isincluded as Appendix D.

4.3 Updates to this Final Environmental
Assessment

The Draft EA identified critical habitat for fish and wildlife (Chapter 3 —
Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures). One species that was
included in the Draft EA but whose designated critical habitat was identified after
the release of the Draft EA in November 2009 was the North American Green
Sturgeon (Southern DPS). The Biological Opinion issued by the NMFS on July
13, 2010 for the project covers North American Green Sturgeon (Southern DPS)
critical habitat. Impacts to the critical habitat were addressed in the Biological
Opinion and there are no new effects to the habitat as aresult of the project.
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Appendix A
Environmental Checklist

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No

Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
l. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? a a [ |
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, a a a ]
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings aong a scenic highway?
C. Substantialy degrade the existing visual character a a u a
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare a a u a

that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area?

Discussion

a,c&d
See Chapter 3 Anaysis. Changes in aesthetics would be temporary and there
would be no substantial changesin the visual quality and character of the area.

b

Neither the intake structure nor the LLPS are located along a state scenic
highway. In addition, no trees, rock outcroppings or historic buildings would be
affected as aresult of the proposed project.
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Environmental Checklist

Final Environmental Assessment

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In
determining whether impacts on agricultura
resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Moded (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation. Would the project:
a Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or a [ ] a a
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to hon-agricultural
use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or (] a (] u
conflict with aWilliamson Act contract?
C. Involve other changesin the existing environment a [ ] a a
that, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use?
Discussion
a&ec
See Chapter 3 analysisregarding indirect effects on agriculture. Theincreased
diversion amount has the potential to remove an obstacle to planned growth in
Y uba City that would result in the conversion of agricultura land to non-
agricultural uses.
b
There would be no change in existing zoning by the proposed project and the
project areais not under Williamson Act Contract. Therefore there is no impact.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Environmental Checklist

Less than

Potentially Significant with Less-than-

Significant
Impact

Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Incorporated Impact  Impact

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

a Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the u a [ | a
applicable air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute u a [ | a
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase u a [ | a
of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable
federa or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant u a [ | a
concentrations?
e Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial a a a [ |
number of people?
Discussion
a—d
See Chapter 3 analysisregarding air quality impacts. Air quality would not be
subgtantially affected by construction or operation of the proposed project. No
federal, state, or local thresholds would be exceeded.
e
Objectionable odors would hot be created as aresult of project construction or
operations. There would be no impact.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Environmental Checklist

Less than

Potentially Significant with Less-than-

Significant
Impact

Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Incorporated Impact  Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or u
through habitat modifications, on any species

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
speciesinlocal or regional plans, palicies, or

regulations, or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian (]
habitat or other sensitive natural community

identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantia adverse effect on federally (]
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,

marshes, verna pools, coastal wetlands, etc.)

through direct removal, filling, hydrological

interruption, or other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any u
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species

or with established native resident or migratory

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native

wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances u
protecting biological resources, such asatree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat u
conservation plan, natural community conservation

plan, or other approved local, regiond, or state

habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

a-—e

See Chapter 3 regarding the specific impacts of the proposed project on terrestria
and aguatic habitats and species. Some habitat may be modified and some
species could be affected by the project, but implementation of mitigation
measures and environmental commitments ensures that impacts are less than

significant.
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Yuba City Environmental Checklist

f

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) or Natural Communities
Conservation Plans (NCCPs) within the project area. However, a'Y uba-Sutter
HCP/NCCP s currently under development and the proposed project is not
expected to conflict with it. Therefore, there is no impact.
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Environmental Checklist

Less than
Potentially ~ Significant with  Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
Cause a substantial adverse changein the u a a |
significance of ahistorical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse changein the (] (] u a
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?
C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique u a a |
pal eontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those (] (] u a
interred outside of formal cemeteries?
Discussion
a
Asdiscussed in Chapter 3 of the EA/IS, no historic resources would be affected
by the project. Therefore, there is no impact.
b
As discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA/IS, no archeological resources were
identified during the records search and the area has been previously surveyed.
No archeol ogical resources would be affected by the project. In addition,
Conservation Measures described in Chapter 2, Project Description, would
ensure that unforeseen impacts are less than significant.
c
Asdiscussed in Chapter 3 of the EA/IS, there are no paleontological or unique
geologic features that would be affected by the project. Therefore, thereisno
impact.
d
No human remains were discovered as part of the records search or previous
cultural surveys conducted in the project area. Conservation measures in Chapter
2 Project Description would ensure that unforeseen impacts are less than
significant.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a Expose people or structuresto potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
1. Rupture of aknown earthquake fault, as (] a u a
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthguake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantia evidence of aknown fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
2. Strong seismic groundshaking? u a [ | a
3. Seismic-related ground failure, including u a [ | a
liguefaction?
4. Landslides? d a ]
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of a a [ |
topsoil?
C. Be located on ageologic unit or soil that is unstable (] a a u
or that would become unstable as aresult of the
project and potentialy result in an onsite or offsite
landdlide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table d (| a [ ]
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risksto life or property?
e Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the u a a [ |
use of septic tanks or aternative wastewater
disposal systemsin areas where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?
Discussion
a
See Chapter 3 analysis for discussion of groundshaking, landslide, and
liquefaction potential. The proposed project would not substantially change the
structures subject to geologic hazards.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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b

See Chapter 3 analysis for detailed discussion of erosion potential. The potential
erodability of soil in Y uba City is considered dlight, since land within the City is
generally flat (slopes less than 9%), annual precipitation levels are low (between
15 and 21 inches), and wind vel ocities are low (Y uba City 2004). Therefore,
erosionis not considered acritical issuein Y uba City (Y uba City 2004).

c&d

Subsidence hazard overall islow in Y uba City since the Sacramento and Feather
Rivers provide significant groundwater recharge and since City residents do not
rely on groundwater for drinking water supply (Y uba City 2004). The extreme
southwestern corner of Y uba City is the only area with expansive soils (Y uba
City 2004). There are no expansive soils within the proposed project area. There
would be no impact.

e
No septic tanks or aternative wastewater disposa systems are included as part of
the project. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

Vil. HAZARDSAND HAZARDOUSMATERIALS.
Would the project:

a Create a significant hazard to the public or the u a [ | a
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the a a u a
environment through reasonably foreseeabl e upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materialsinto the environment?

C. Emit hazardous emissions or involve handling (] a [ | a
hazardous or acutely hazardous materias,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school ?

d. Be located on asite that isincluded on alist of a a a ]
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as aresult,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e Be located within an airport land use plan area or, d a a ]
where such a plan has not been adopted, be within
two miles of apublic airport or public use airport,
and result in asafety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f. Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip d a a ]
and result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

0. Impair implementation of or physically interfere a Q a u
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of (] a (] u
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Discussion

a-c
See Chapter 3 for adetailed discussion of the pontential for accidental spill
during construction. BMPsto minimize the potentia for release and contain
hazardous materialsin the event thereisa spill ensure thisimpact islessthan
significant.

d

The project is not located in an area where there have been facilities generating
hazardous material s or waste and the proposed project would not generate
hazardous waste. Therefore there would be no impact.

e&f

The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a
public airport. There are no additional hazards associated with airports.
Therefore there would be no impact.

)
The project would not impair or interfere with any adopted emergency response

plans or emergency evacuation plans. Therefore there would be no impact.

h

There would be no changes in the likelihood or wildfire or other hazards and the
proposed project would not expose people or structures to the existing risk.
There would be no impact.

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with ~ Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

VIIl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:

a Violate any water quality standards or waste u d ] d
discharge requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or a a [ | a
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge,
resulting in anet deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of thelocal groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to alevel that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a a [ | a
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in amanner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation
onsite or offsite?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of u a [ | a
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding onsite or
offsite?

e Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed (] a a [ |
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? u a [ |

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, u a a |
as mapped on afederal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures (] a a u
that would impede or redirect floodflows?

i Expose people or structuresto a significant risk of u a a |
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as aresult of the failure of alevee or dam?

j- Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or a a a |
mudflow?

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Discussion

a,b,d, &f

See Chapter 3 analysis for a detailed discussion. The proposed project could
dightly degrade water quality during construction. Environmental commitments
would ensure thisimpact is less than significant.

c
See Chapter 3 analysis for a detailed discussion. Dewatering of a portion of the
Feather River during construction could temporarily affect groundwater recharge.
Thisimpact islessthan significant.

e
The proposed project would not affect any stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Thereisno impact.

91 h! i! &j
The proposed project would change flood, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow risk.
Thereis no impact.

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:

a Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to, a general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

d a d
d a d
a a a ]

Discussion

a—-c

See Chapter 3 analysis regarding indirect land use impacts related to the
proposed project. These impacts would occur primarily on agricultural land,

which are addressed above.

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen
Final Environmental Assessment A-13

September 2010



Yuba City

Environmental Checklist

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of alocally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on alocal general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan?

(] a (] [ |

Discussion

a&b

Construction of the proposed project would not require any mineral resources or
preclude future mineral extraction. Therefore, there are no impacts on mineral

resources.

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
XI. NOISE. Would the project:
a Expose personsto or generate noise levelsin u a [ | a
excess of standards established in aloca general
plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of
other agencies?
b. Expose personsto or generate excessive (] a u a
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
C. Result in a substantial permanent increasein (] a a [ |
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
d. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic a a u a
increase in ambient noise levelsin the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
e Be located within an airport land use plan area, or, (] a a [ |
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of apublic airport or public use airport and
expose people residing or working in the project
areato excessive noise levels?
f. Be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and u a a |
expose people residing or working in the project
areato excessive noise levels?
Discussion
a,b,&d
See Chapter 3 analysis for detailed discussion of construction and operation noise
changes. No sensitive receptors are located within the area that would
experience noise level changes above the thresholds during construction. The
LLPSisfully contained and therefore, increased operation would not result in a
noticeable change in ambient noise. These impacts are less than significant.
c
The proposed project would not result in change in noise levels since the LLPS is
fully contained. There would be no impact.
e&f
The proposed project is not located in an airport use plan area or in the vicinity of
aprivate airstrip. There would be no impact.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
XIl.  POPULATION AND HOUSING. Wouldthe
project:
a Induce substantial population growth in an area, (] a [ | a
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b. Displace a substantial number of existing housing u a a |
units, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing el sewhere?
C. Displace a substantial number of people, (] a a ]
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing el sewhere?
Discussion
a
See Chapter 3 analysis for a detailed discussion of the potential growth-inducing
effects of the proposed project. This growth iswithin the planned urban growth
boundary of the City of Y uba City and impacts and mitigation are addressed in
the general plan EIR. Thisimpact islessthan significant.
b&c
See Chapter 3 analysis regarding potentia benefits of the proposed project
related to income and employment. No houses would be constructed to
accommodate the construction work-force, nor would people be displaced. There
would be no impact.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

XIll. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

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

Fire protection? u d a ]
Police protection? u a a |
Schools? a a a [ |
Parks? u a Q ]

a a a [

Other public facilities?

Discussion

a
There would be no impact to fire and police protection, schools, parks, or other
public facilities as aresult of the proposed project. The City would not interrupt
current water supply while constructing improvements at the LLPS. The project
would help to ensure that sufficient water supply would be available to provide
reliablefire protection. Therefore, thereisno impact.

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
XI1V. RECREATION. Would the project:
a Increase the use of existing neighborhood and (] a u a
regional parks or other recreationa facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?
b. Include recreational facilities or require the (] a (] u
construction or expansion of recreationa facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
Discussion
a
See Chapter 3 for amore detailed discussion of temporary disruptionsto
recreation in the proposed project vicinity. Other areasin theimmediate area
would provide recreational opportunities and the disruption would be temporary.
Therefore, thisimpact isless than significant.
b
No recreational facility expansion is planned as part of the proposed project. No
adverse physical effectswould result. Thereisno impact.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:

a Cause an increasein traffic that is substantial in u a [ | a
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a substantia
increase in the number of vehicletrips, the volume-
to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b. Cause, either individually or cumulatively, d Q [ | a
exceedance of alevel-of-service standard
established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?

C. Result in achangein air traffic patterns, including a a a |
either anincrease in traffic levels or achangein
location that resultsin substantia safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards because of adesign a a | a
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment)?
e Result in inadequate emergency access? u a u
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? a a a
Discussion

a,b&d
See Chapter 3 for adetailed discussion of traffic impacts. The proposed project
would involve truck trips each day to and from the proposed project site. This
would not result in asubstantial increase in locd traffic. Thisimpact is
considered less than significant.
c
The project would not change air traffic patterns. There would be no substantial
safety risk asaresult. Therefore there is no impact.
e&f
The proposed project would not disrupt emergency access or involve such an
increase in traffic that there would be inadequate parking. As such, there would
be no impact.

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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Less than

Potentially Significant with Less-than-

Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
XVI. UTILITIESAND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would
the project:
a Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the u a [ | a
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b. Require or result in the construction of new water a a u a
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
exigting facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
C. Require or result in the construction of new u a [ | a
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve u a [ | a
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or would new or expanded entitlements
be needed?
e Result in a determination by the wastewater a a [ | a
treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’ s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f. Be served by alandfill with sufficient permitted a a a u
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
0. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and d a a ]
regulations related to solid waste?
Discussion
a-e
See Chapter 3 analysis for a detailed discussion of potential changesin
wastewater treatment. The proposed project would increase the amount of water
that can be diverted for usein Y uba City under existing entitlements, which
could result in an increased demand on wastewater treatment. The proposed
project would not exceed requirements of the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Contral Board (RWQCB). Thisimpact is lessthan significant.
Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
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f&g
Construction waste generated by the proposed project would be minimal and
would not affect the capacity of theloca landfill. There would be no impact

Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen September 2010
Final Environmental Assessment A-21



Yuba City

Environmental Checklist

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation ~ Significant ~ No
Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

XVII.

MANDATORY FINDINGSOF
SIGNIFICANCE.

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

Does the project have impactsthat are individually
limited but cumulatively considerable?

(* Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects.)

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

a a u a
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Appendix B
Fish Rescue and Salvage Plan

Fish Rescue and Salvage Plan

The following protection measures will be incorporated to minimize potential
effects on fish populations, primarily as aresult of construction of the cofferdam
for the new intake structure, and to safely rescue fish from the cofferdam before
dewatering activities.

Visual Estimate of Fish within Cofferdam

A sheet pile cofferdam will be constructed on the waterside of the riverbank
along the outermost edge of the intake structure footprint. The cofferdam will be
constructed by placement of drilled or driven piers within the river. Before the
cofferdam is completely enclosed, biologists will conduct avisual survey for
anadromous salmonids and other fish species by snorkeling within the cofferdam
area and using a counting device to record the number of any fish visually
observed. Snorkeling will begin at the upstream end of the cofferdam and
continue to the downstream end. The biologists will specify the type of fish
observed, specifically steelhead or Chinook salmon. The visual surveyswill be
performed twice. Thefirst survey will serve as a baseline and a second survey
will check the accuracy of thefirst survey. If amajor discrepancy is noted
between the first and second surveys, athird survey will be performed.

Placement of Crowding Net

Upon the completion of the visual surveys, a crowding net will be placed at the
upstream end of the cofferdam. The net will span the width of the cofferdam and
will be placed at a depth sufficient to span the deepest reaches of the cofferdam.
Biologists or other project staff will move the net from the upstream end of the
cofferdam to the downstream end and attach it to a sheet panel pile, thus creating
an exclusion areato keep fish from entering the cofferdam. Once the crowding
net isin place, divers will conduct another visual survey to determine if fish are
located within the cofferdam. If fish remain within the cofferdam, the netting
procedure would be repeated. The net would be collapsed, removed from both
ends of the cofferdam and gathered together to the surface. Captured fish would
immediately be removed from the net and returned to the river.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Reporting Requirements

Upon the completion of the fish rescue and salvage activities, aFish Salvage
Operation Report will be submitted to NOAA Fisheries for review and comment.
The report will document the procedures implemented to rescue and salvage fish
within the cofferdam and will include information on the number of fish salvaged
and the type and size of fish and special-status fish salvaged. The project
proponents will respond to any comments by NOAA Fisheries on the report and
submit afinalized version in order to comply with appropriate reporting
requirements for the project.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
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Customized Species List Letter, Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office Page 1 of 1

United States Department of the Interior
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825

November 21, 2006
Document Number: 061121112624

Jim James

Jones & Stokes Associates
2600 V Street
Sacramento, Ca 95818

Subject: Species List for Yuba City Feather River Intake Screen
Dear: Interested party

We are sending this official species list in response to your November 21, 2006 request for
information about endangered and threatened species. The list covers the California counties and/or
U.S. Geological Survey 7%~ minute quad or quads you requested.

Our database was developed primarily to assist Federal agencies that are consulting with us.
Therefore, our lists include all of the sensitive species that have been found in a certain area and
also ones that may be affected by projects in the area. For example, a fish may be on the list for a
quad if it lives somewhere downstream from that quad. Birds are included even if they only migrate
through an area. In other words, we include all of the species we want people to consider when
they do something that affects the environment.

Please read Important Information About Your Species List (below). It explains how we made the
list and describes your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act.

Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you address
proposed and candidate species in your planning, this should not be a problem. However, we
recommend that you get an updated list every 90 days. That would be February 19, 2007.

Please contact us if your project may affect endangered or threatened species or if you have any
questions about the attached list or your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. A list of
Endangered Species Program contacts can be found at www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/branches.htm.

Endangered Species Division

TAKE F'FHDE‘EE <
'NANE ER IGA_‘;;-‘
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Online Species List

Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur in
or may be Affected by Projects in the Counties and/or

U.S.G.S. 7 1/2 Minute Quads you requested
Document Number: 061121112624
Database Last Updated: October 27, 2006

Page 1 of 4

Species of Concern - The Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office no longer maintains a list of species of
concern. However, various other agencies and organizations maintain lists of at-risk species. These
lists provide essential information for land management planning and conservation efforts. See
www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_concern.htm for more information and links to these sensitive

species lists.

Red-Legged Frog Critical Habitat - The Service has designated final critical habitat for the
California red-legged frog. The designation became final on May 15, 2006. See our map index.

Species

Listed Species
Invertebrates

Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp (E)

Branchinecta lynchi
vernal pool fairy shrimp (T)

Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
valley elderberry longhorn beetle (T)

Lepidurus packardi
vernal pool tadpole shrimp (E)

Fish
Hypomesus transpacificus
delta smelt (T)

Oncorhynchus mykiss

Central Valley steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley steelhead (X) (NMFS)

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (T) (NMFS)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook (X) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook salmon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander, central population (T)

Rana aurora draytonii
California red-legged frog (T)

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp lists/auto list.cfm
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Reptiles
Thamnophis gigas
giant garter snake (T)

Birds
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle (T)

Candidate Species
Fish
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon (C) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook (C) (NMFS)

Birds
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
Western yellow-billed cuckoo (C)

Selected Quads

YUBA CITY (544A) SUTTER (544B) GILSIZER SLOUGH (544C) OLIVEHURST (544D)

County Lists

No county species lists requested.
Key:
(E) Endangered - Listed as being in danger of extinction.
(T) Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
(P) Proposed - Officially proposed in the Federal Register for listing as endangered or
threatened.
(NMFS) Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
Fisheries Service. Consult with them directly about these species.
Critical Habitat - Area essential to the conservation of a species.
(PX) Proposed Critical Habitat - The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed
for it.
(C) Candidate - Candidate to become a proposed species.
(V) Vacated by a court order. Not currently in effect. Being reviewed by the Service.
(X) Critical Habitat designated for this species

Important Information About Your Species List

How We Make Species Lists

We store information about endangered and threatened species lists by U.S. Geological Survey 7%
minute quads. The United States is divided into these quads, which are about the size of San
Francisco.

The animals on your species list are ones that occur within, or may be affected by projects within,
the quads covered by the list.

e Fish and other aquatic species appear on your list if they are in the same watershed as your
quad or if water use in your quad might affect them.

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp lists/auto list.cfm 11/21/2006
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e Amphibians will be on the list for a quad or county if pesticides applied in that area may be
carried to their habitat by air currents.

e Birds are shown regardless of whether they are resident or migratory. Relevant birds on the
county list should be considered regardless of whether they appear on a quad list.

Plants

Any plants on your list are ones that have actually been observed in the area covered by the list.
Plants may exist in an area without ever having been detected there. You can find out what's in the
nine surrounding quads through the California Native Plant Society’s online Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Plants.

Surveying

Some of the species on your list may not be affected by your project. A trained biologist or botanist.
familiar with the habitat requirements of the species on your list, should determine whether they or
habitats suitable for them may be affected by your project. We recommend that your surveys incluc
any proposed and candidate species on your list.

For plant surveys, we recommend using the Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical
Inventories. The results of your surveys should be published in any environmental documents prepa
for your project.

Your Responsibilities Under the Endangered Species Act

All animals identified as listed above are fully protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
amended. Section 9 of the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of a federally liste«
wildlife species. Take is defined by the Act as "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, tra
capture, or collect” any such animal.

Take may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually Kills or
injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding, or shelter (50 CFR 8§17.3).

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by or
of two procedures:

e If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that n
result in take, then that agency must engage in a formal consultation with the Service.

During formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work together t
avoid or minimize the impact on listed species and their habitat. Such consultation would resu
in a biological opinion by the Service addressing the anticipated effect of the project on listed
proposed species. The opinion may authorize a limited level of incidental take.

e If no Federal agency is involved with the project, and federally listed species may be taken as
part of the project, then you, the applicant, should apply for an incidental take permit. The
Service may issue such a permit if you submit a satisfactory conservation plan for the species
that would be affected by your project.

Should your survey determine that federally listed or proposed species occur in the area and ¢
likely to be affected by the project, we recommend that you work with this office and the
California Department of Fish and Game to develop a plan that minimizes the project's direct
indirect impacts to listed species and compensates for project-related loss of habitat. You shoi
include the plan in any environmental documents you file.

Critical Habitat

When a species is listed as endangered or threatened, areas of habitat considered essential to its
conservation may be designated as critical habitat. These areas may require special management

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp lists/auto list.cfm 11/21/2006



Online Species List Page 4 of 4

considerations or protection. They provide needed space for growth and normal behavior; food, wat
air, light, other nutritional or physiological requirements; cover or shelter; and sites for breeding,
reproduction, rearing of offspring, germination or seed dispersal.

Although critical habitat may be designated on private or State lands, activities on these lands are n
restricted unless there is Federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to listed wildlife.

If any species has proposed or designated critical habitat within a quad, there will be a separate line
for this on the species list. Boundary descriptions of the critical habitat may be found in the Federal
Register. The information is also reprinted in the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR 17.95). See ¢
critical habitat page for maps.

Candidate Species

We recommend that you address impacts to candidate species. We put plants and animals on our
candidate list when we have enough scientific information to eventually propose them for listing as
threatened or endangered. By considering these species early in your planning process you may be
able to avoid the problems that could develop if one of these candidates was listed before the end o
your project.

Wetlands

If your project will impact wetlands, riparian habitat, or other jurisdictional waters as defined by
section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, you will need tc
obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Impacts to wetland habitats require site
specific mitigation and monitoring. For questions regarding wetlands, please contact Mark Littlefield
this office at (916) 414-6580.

Updates

Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you address
proposed and candidate species in your planning, this should not be a problem. However, we
recommend that you get an updated list every 90 days. That would be February 19, 2007.
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STATE OF CALIFOBNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 GAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 Comment Letter C1 %

(916) 663-4082

(916) 657-5390 - Fax RE C E IVED

November 30, 2008

DEC 2 1 2009

Bill Lewis

City of Yuba City

302 Burris Street ] CITY OF YURA CITY
Yuba City, CA 95991 UTILWIES DEPARTMIENT

RE: Proposed SCH#2009112013 Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen; Sutter County.

Dear Mr. Lewis:

A record search of the Sacred Lands File indicates the presence of Native American cultural resources in

the vicinity of your larger project, which may be impacted (“The Bridge Site", recorded archaeological site CA-4-Yub-
27, township 15N, range 3E in Sutter County). Please contact Donald Storm or Mana Garcla, P.O. Box 333, Dobbins,

CA 95935 of the Maidu Elders Organization to determine if your project will impact this site. Also attached is the
Native American Contact list for Sufter County.

The presence or absence of specific site information in the Sacred Lands File does not indicate the absence

of other cultural resources In any project area. Other sources of information regarding cultural resources in your

project area should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites. | suggest you consult with

all of those on the accompanying Native American Contacts list, if they cannot supply information, they might

recommend others with specific knowledge about cullural resources in your project area. If a response has not been
received within two weeks of notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call to ensure

that the project information has been received.

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from any these individuals or groups,
please notify me. With your assistance we are able fo assure that our lists contain current information. If you have

any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (916) 653-4040.

Sincerely,

a Somdhery

Katy Sanchez
Program Analyst
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Native American Contact
Suiter County
November 30, 2009

Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria
Dennis E. Ramirez, Chairperson

125 Mission Ranch Blvd Mechoopda Maidu
Chico » CA 95826 Concow
dramirez@mechoopda-nsn.

(530) 899-8922 ext 215

(530) 899-8517 - Fax

Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria
Paula Cuddeford, Tribal Administrator

125 Mission Ranch Blvd Mechoopda Maidu
Chico » CA 85926 Concow
pcuddeford@mechoopda-

(530) 899-8922 ext-209

Fax: (530) 899-8517

Strawberry Valley Rancheria
Cathy Bishop, Chairperson

PO Box 667
Marysville . CA 95901

redfoxcomish@saber.net

Maidu
Miwok

Enterprise Rancheria of Maidu Indians
Art Angle, Vice Chairperson

3690 Olive Hwy Maidu
Oroville » CA 95966

eranch@cncnet.com

(530) 532-9214
(530) 532-1768 FAX

This list Is current only as of the date of this document.

Enterprise Rancheria of Maidu Indians
Gienda Nelson, Chairperson

3690 Olive Hwy Maidu
Oroville « CA 95966

eranch@cncnet.com
(530) 532-9214
(530) 532-1768 FAX

Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria
Mike DeSpain, Director - OEPP

125 Mission Ranch Blvd Mechoopda Maidu
Chico » CA 95926 Concow

(530) 899-8922 ext 219

(530) 899-8517 - Fax

Distribution of this list does not relleve any person of statufory responsibllity as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Sectlon 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Sectlon 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list Is only applicable for contacting Jocal Native Amerlcans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed

SCH# 2009112013 Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen; Sutter County.



Appendix D
Response to Comments on the
Draft Environmental Assessment

D.1 Response to Comment Letter C1

There would be no impact on the resource referred to in the letter (“The Bridge
Site”, recorded archaeological site CA-4-Y ub-27, township 15N, range 3E in
Sutter County). This location is south of the proposed project site and as such, the
project would not have any effect on the site.

Yuba City Feather River Fish Screen September 2010
Final Environmental Assessment D-1
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