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Date: February 4, 2014

To: Interested Parties
From: Paul Brunner, P.E., Executive Director, Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
Subject: Notice of Availability and Intent to Consider Adoption of a Proposed Mitigated Negative

Declaration for the Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project

Enclosed for your review is an Initial Study/proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) evaluating the
potential environmental effects of the proposed Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project, which is
located within the Goldfields along the south side of the Yuba River near Daguerre Point Dam, within the
Browns Valley U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle in Yuba County. The Three Rivers
Levee Improvement Authority (TRLIA) has prepared this ISS'MND in accordance with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines.

The proposed project consists of constructing an embankment in the Goldfields designed to intercept and block
breach flows, holding them long enough to allow flood peaks to pass. The blocked flows would then return to the
Yuba River or percolate into underlying groundwater aquifers. The embankment would extend continuously for
approximately 2.1 miles within the Goldfields. TRLIA intends to build the embankment using the Goldfields’
existing dredge tailings, which may require an agreement with one or more private entities engaged in mining
activities in the Goldfields.

The IS/MND identifies potentially significant impacts related to air quality, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality. All impacts are
reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the IS.

The IS/MND is being circulated for public review and comment for a 30-day period beginning on February 5,
2014 and ending on March 6, 2014. The IS/MND may be reviewed at TRLIA’s Web site, http://www.trlia.org/,
and at the Yuba County Library, 303 Second Street, Marysville. For questions regarding the IS/MND and
documents referenced in the IS/'MND, contact Andrea Shephard, (916) 414-5800,
andrea.shephard@aecom.com.

Please send written comments on the IS/MND to Paul Brunner, P.E., Executive Director, Three Rivers Levee
Improvement Authority, 1114 Yuba Street, Suite 218, Marysville, CA 95901, fax (530) 749-6990. Comments
may also be sent via e-mail to pbrunner@co.yuba.ca.us. For e-mailed comments, please include the project title
in the subject line, attach comments in MS Word format, and include the commenter’s name and U.S. Postal
Service mailing address. All written comments must be received by March 6, 2014.

TRLIA intends to consider adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration at its regularly scheduled board
meeting on April 1, 2014, at 2:00 p.m. at the Yuba County Government Center Board Chambers at 915 Eighth
Street, Marysville. This meeting is open to the public.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
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PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project: Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project

Lead Agency: Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority (TRLIA)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

TRLIA is proposing to approve construction of facilities in the Yuba Goldfields required to provide 100-year
flood protection to the Reclamation District 784 service area.

The proposed project consists of constructing an embankment in the Goldfields designed to intercept and block
breach flows, holding them long enough to allow flood peaks to pass. The blocked flows would then return to the
Yuba River or percolate into underlying groundwater aquifers. The embankment would extend continuously for
approximately 2.1 miles within the Goldfields. TRLIA intends to build the embankment using the Goldfields’
existing dredge tailings, which may require an agreement with one or more private entities engaged in mining
activities in the Goldfields.

FINDINGS

An initial study (IS) has been prepared to assess the project’s potential effects on the environment and the
significance of those effects. Based on the IS, it has been determined that the proposed project would not have any
significant adverse effects on the environment after implementation of mitigation measures. This conclusion is
supported by the following findings:

1. The proposed project would have no impacts on agriculture and forestry resources, mineral resources,
population and housing, or public services.

2. The proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on aesthetics, greenhouse gas emissions, land
use and planning, noise, recreation, transportation/traffic, and utilities and service systems.

3. The proposed project would have potentially significant impacts on air quality, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality, but
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels.

Following are the mitigation measures that would be implemented by TRLIA to avoid or minimize
environmental impacts. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the environmental
impacts of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: Implement Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) Standard
Mitigation Measures.

TRLIA and its construction contractor will implement the following measures required by FRAQMD:

» Develop and submit a fugitive dust control plan to FRAQMD.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
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»  Control exhaust emissions from construction equipment, so that they do not exceed FRAQMD Regulation I,
Rule 3.0, “Visible Emissions Limitations” (40% opacity or Ringelmann 2.0).

» Ensure that all construction equipment is properly tuned and maintained before and during all on-site operations.

» Limit idling time to 5 minutes. (State of California idling rule: commercial diesel vehicles—Title 13, Section 2485
of the California Code of Regulations [13 CCR 2485], effective 2/1/2005; off-road diesel vehicles—13 CCR 2449,
effective 5/1/2008.)

» Use existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary sources of power
generation whenever possible.

» Register portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used at the same project worksite, with
the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, as required by the California Air Resources Board (ARB)
Portable Equipment Registration Program.

If the proposed project generates emissions that exceed the FRAQMD thresholds, then the proposed
project must implement best-available mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level. Because the unmitigated PM,, emissions would exceed the daily threshold of significance of 80
pounds per day, FRAQMD requires implementation of the following mitigation measures:

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b: Implement Best-Available Mitigation Measures for the Construction Phase.

TRLIA and its construction contractor will ensure that the following applicable FRAQMD best-available mitigation
measures for the construction phase are implemented during all project construction activities:

» All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads)
will be watered as needed to prevent visible emissions violations and off-site dust impacts.

» All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads will be removed using wet power vacuum street
sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

» Al vehicle speeds on unpaved roads will be limited to 15 miles per hour.

» A publicly visible sign will be posted at the project site within FRAQMD, with the telephone number and person to
contact at FRAQMD regarding dust complaints. This person will respond and take corrective action within 48
hours. FRAQMD’s phone number also will be visible, to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

» Al excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities will be suspended when average wind speeds exceed 20
miles per hour.

» The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-disturbing construction activities on the same
area at any one time will be limited. Activities will be phased to reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces at any
one time.

» All trucks and equipment, including their tires, will be washed off before leaving the site.

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
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» Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road will be treated with a 6- to 12-inch compacted layer
of wood chips, mulch, or gravel.

» Sandbags or other erosion control measures will be installed to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from sites
with a slope greater than 1%.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a: Develop and Implement Worker Environmental Awareness Program.

»  TRLIA will develop and implement a worker environmental awareness program (WEAP) in coordination with a
qualified biologist, and all personnel involved in project implementation will be trained before starting work in the
project area. The WEAP will include relevant identification, habitat, and life history information regarding the
sensitive species and habitats on-site, and will provide relevant requlatory information to explain why the training
is necessary. The WEAP will discuss appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for each species that
has the potential to occur on the project site and will outline what to do and whom to contact if any protected
species is encountered.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1b: Remove Riparian and Marsh Vegetation between September 16 and January 31 if
Possible to Avoid Affecting Active Bird Nests.

»  TRLIA will attempt to time the removal of riparian and marsh vegetation to occur between September 16 and
January 31, outside of the nesting season of special-status and migratory bird species. If all vegetation removal
occurs at these times outside of the nesting season of special-status and migratory birds, no further mitigation
for these species will be necessary. If vegetation cannot be removed outside of the nesting season, TRLIA will
implement the additional measures outlined below.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1c: Conduct Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk and Other Nesting Raptors and, if Found,
Implement Avoidance Measures.

» If project activity is scheduled to occur during the raptor nesting season (February 1-September 15), focused
surveys for Swainson’s hawk will be conducted in accordance with Recommended Timing and Methodology for
Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory
Committee 2000). Other raptors, including white-tailed kite and non-special-status raptors, will also be included
because their nesting habitat is similar to that of Swainson’s hawk.

»  Surveys for raptors will be conducted by a qualified biologist before the start of project construction to identify
active nests on the project site and in the vicinity. Surveys for Swainson’s hawk nests will include all accessible
areas of suitable nesting habitat located within 0.25 mile of the project site. Surveys for other raptors will include
accessible suitable nesting habitat located within 500 feet of the areas where construction would occur. If no
active nests are found, no further mitigation will be required.

» If active Swainson’s hawk nests are located, TRLIA will maintain a buffer of 0.25 mile or consult with CDFW to
determine appropriate buffers. If nests of other raptor species are found during the surveys, appropriate buffers
will be established by a CDFW-authorized biologist to minimize impacts. No project activity will commence in the
buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer active. The size of the buffers may be
adjusted, depending on the project activity and stage of the nest, if a qualified biologist determines that activity
within a reduced buffer would not be likely to adversely affect the adults or their young.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority MND-3 Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration



Mitigation Measure 3.4-1d: Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Tricolored Blackbird if Vegetation
will be Removed during the Nesting Season (March 15 to August 15) for the Species.

»  Within 30 days of project construction, a qualified biologist will conduct a focused survey for breeding tricolored
blackbirds within suitable habitat on the project site. If no breeding tricolored blackbirds are found, the results of
the survey will be documented in a memorandum to TRLIA and no further action will be necessary.

» Ifany breeding colony of tricolored blackbirds is documented, an appropriate buffer of up to 500 feet will be
established around the colony, depending on site-specific conditions at the discretion of a qualified biologist, and
any construction-related activities will be excluded from the buffer until the end of the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1e: Conduct Preconstruction Nesting Bird Survey before Removal of Potential
Nesting Habitat within the Nesting Season.

» A qualified biologist will conduct a preconstruction survey no longer than 1 week before the removal of riparian
vegetation and emergent marsh vegetation occurring within the nesting season (February 1-September 15) to
avoid impacts on nesting birds. If an active nest is located during the preconstruction survey, an appropriate
buffer will be determined by the biologist. The no-disturbance buffer will be observed until it has been determined
that the nest is no longer active.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: Minimize Impacts on Riparian Habitat during Construction and Replace Any
Affected Riparian Habitat.

TRLIA will minimize impacts on riparian habitat during project construction whenever possible. This may be
accomplished by placing protective construction fencing around areas of riparian vegetation to be preserved and
including information about this sensitive community in the WEAP training described in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1f: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a.
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1g: Avoid Impacts on Pacific Pond Turtle.

Within 15-30 days of construction, a qualified biologist retained by TRLIA will conduct a preconstruction survey to
determine whether Pacific pond turtles are present within the aquatic habitat on the project site. Any turtle
encountered on the project site will be relocated to an appropriate area within the Yuba Goldfields by a qualified
biologist before the start of project construction.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Immediately Halt Construction Activities if Cultural Resources are Encountered.

If archaeological resources are encountered during project-related ground-disturbing activities (e.g., unusual amounts
of shell, midden, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, or structure/building remains), all work within 100 feet of the
find shall cease until the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If the archaeologist determines that the
resources are significant, the archaeologist shall notify TRLIA and the resource shall be avoided if feasible.

Preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts on an archaeological site and may be
accomplished by planning construction to avoid archaeological sites, covering archaeological sites, or deeding a site
into a permanent conservation easement. If avoidance is infeasible, a treatment plan that documents the research
approach and methods for data recovery shall be prepared and implemented in consultation with TRLIA and with
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appropriate Native American representatives if the resources are prehistoric or Native American in nature. Work may
proceed on other parts of the project area while treatment is being carried out.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: Inmediately Halt Construction Activities if Any Human Remains are Discovered.

TRLIA will follow the procedures for the treatment of discovered human remains that are contained in Sections
7050.5 and 7052 of the California Health and Safety Code and Section 5097 of the California Public Resources
Code. In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during ground-
disturbing activities, all such activities within 75 feet of the find will be halted immediately and TRLIA or its designated
representative will be notified. TRLIA will immediately notify the county coroner and a qualified professional
archaeologist. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving
notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines
that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of
making that determination (Health and Safety Code, Section 7050[c]). TRLIA’s responsibilities for acting upon
notification of a discovery of Native American human remains are identified in detail in Section 5097.9 of the
California Public Resources Code. TRLIA or its appointed representative and the professional archaeologist will
consult with a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) identified by the NAHC regarding the removal or preservation and
avoidance of the remains, and will determine whether additional burials could be present in the vicinity.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan or a Storm Water
Management Plan and Associated Best Management Practices.

TRLIA and its construction contractors will implement the following measures:

(1) During the development of grading permits and improvement plans, TRLIA will consult with Yuba County
and the Central Valley RWQCB. The purpose of the consultation will be to acquire the regulatory approvals
necessary to obtain either a statewide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater permit
for general construction activity from the State Water Resources Control Board, or obtain approval to
complete construction under Order 5-00-107 and any other necessary site-specific waste discharge
requirements or waivers under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

(2) TRLIA will prepare and implement the appropriate storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) or storm
water management plan (SWMP) to prevent and control pollution and to minimize and control runoff and
erosion. The SWPPP or SWMP will identify the activities that may cause pollutant discharge (including
sediment) during storms and the best management practices (BMPs) that will be employed to control
pollutant discharge. Construction techniques that will be identified and implemented to reduce the potential
for runoff may include minimizing site disturbance, controlling water flow over the construction site,
stabilizing bare soil, and ensuring proper site cleanup. In addition, the SWPPP or SWMP will include an
erosion control plan and BMPs that specify the erosion and sedimentation control measures to be
implemented, which may include silt fences, trench plugs, terraces, water bars, and seeding and mulching.
The SWPPP or SWMP will also include a spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plan and applicable
hazardous materials business plans, and will identify the types of materials used for equipment operation
(including fuel and hydraulic fluids), and measures to prevent and materials available to clean up hazardous
material and waste spills. The SWPPP or SWMP will also identify emergency procedures for responding to
spills.
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(3) The BMPs presented in either document shall be clearly identified and maintained in good working
condition, with sufficient backup stock on-site during all site work and construction activities.

(4) The construction contractor will retain a copy of the approved SWPPP or SWMP on the construction site
and modify it as necessary to suit specific site conditions through amendments approved by the Central
Valley RWQCB.

Written comments regarding the ISMND must be received by Thursday, March 6, 2014, and addressed to:

Paul Brunner

Executive Director

Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
1114 Yuba Street, Suite 218

Marysville, CA 95901

Fax: (530) 749-6990

E-mail: PBrunner@co.yuba.ca.us
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ADOPTION OF INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
APPROVAL OF INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Certification by Those Responsible for Preparation of This Document. Three Rivers Levee Improvement
Authority has been responsible for the preparation of this proposed mitigated negative declaration and the
incorporated initial study. | believe this document meets the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act and provides an accurate description of the proposed project, and that the lead agency has the means and
commitment to implement the project design measures that will assure the project does not have any significant,
adverse effects on the environment. | recommend approval of this document.

Paul Brunner, Executive Director Date
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority

(*To be signed upon completion of the public review process and preparation of a final project approval package
including responses to comment, if any, on the environmental document and any necessary modifications to
project design measures.)

Approval of the Project by the Lead Agency. To meet Section 21082.1 of the California Environmental Quality
Act, Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority has independently reviewed and analyzed the initial study and
proposed mitigated negative declaration for the proposed project and finds that the initial study and proposed
mitigated negative declaration reflect the independent judgment of Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority.
The lead agency finds that the project design features will be implemented as stated in the mitigated negative
declaration.

| hereby approve this project:

Paul Brunner, Executive Director Date
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
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INITIAL STUDY

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project

Project Title

Lead Agency Name and Address

Contact Person and Phone Number

Project Location

Project Sponsor’s Name
General Plan Designation
Zoning

Description of Project

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project

Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
1114 Yuba Street, Suite 218
Marysville, CA 95901

Paul Brunner, P.E.

Executive Director

Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
1114 Yuba Street, Suite 218

Marysville, CA 95901

Fax: (530) 749-6990

E-mail: PBrunner@co.yuba.ca.us

The project area is located within the Goldfields along the
south side of the Yuba River near Daguerre Point Dam,
within the Browns Valley U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle in Yuba County.

Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
Natural Resources
Extractive Industrial

The proposed project consists of constructing an
embankment in the Goldfields designed to intercept and
block 100-year breach flows originating from a critical
erosion site along the Yuba River south bank tailings
mound, holding them long enough to allow flood peaks to
pass. The blocked flows would then return to the Yuba
River or percolate into underlying groundwater aquifers.
The embankment would begin at the end of the State Plan
of Flood Control where it ties into the Goldfields and
would extend continuously for approximately 2.1 miles.
The embankment would be built in partnership by TRLIA
and Western Aggregates using the Goldfields’ existing
dredge tailings.

Surrounding land uses include agriculture, rural
residential, mining, natural open space areas, and public
facilities and infrastructure (e.g., levees, levee borrow
areas). See Environmental Setting discussion under each
issue area in Chapter 3, “Environmental Checklist.”

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Feather River
Air Quality Management District, Yuba County.
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°F
Ho/L
pin/sec
pS/ecm
AFB
ALUCP
AQAP
ARB
BLM
BMP
B.P.
CAA
CAAQS
CaCos;
CAL FIRE
CalEEMod
Caltrans
CCAA
CDC
CDFW
CEQA
cfs

CGS
CLUP
CNDDB
(6{0)

CO;
CRHR
CRLF
cu. yd.
CVFPB
dB

dBA

DO

ACRONYMS AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS

degrees Fahrenheit

micrograms per liter

microinches per second

microsiemens per centimeter

Air Force Base

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
air quality attainment plan

California Air Resources Board

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

best management practice

before present

federal Clean Air Act

California ambient air quality standards
calcium carbonate

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Emissions Estimator Model
California Department of Transportation
California Clean Air Act

California Debris Commission
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Environmental Quality Act
cubic feet per second

California Geological Survey
comprehensive land use plan

California Natural Diversity Database
carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

California Register of Historical Resources
California red-legged frog

cubic yards

Central Valley Flood Protection Board
decibels

A-weighted decibel

dissolved oxygen
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ACRONYMS AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS

DOC California Department of Conservation

DOF California Department of Finance

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control

DWQ Division of Water Quality

DWR California Department of Water Resources

EA environmental assessment

EC electrical conductivity

EIR environmental impact report

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
FPD Fire Protection District

FRAQMD Feather River Air Quality Management District
GHG greenhouse gas

GWP global warming potential

HCP habitat conservation plans

in/sec inches per second

IS'MND initial study/proposed mitigated negative declaration
Ib/day pounds per day

Lan Day-night average level

Leq Equivalent sound level

Leqpy 1-hour equivalent sound level (the sound energy averaged over a continuous 1-hour period)
Linax Maximum sound level

L, sound level exceeded “n” percent of the time
mg/L milligrams per liter

MLD Most Likely Descendant

MRL method reporting limit

MRZ Mineral Resource Zone

msl mean sea level

N nitrogen

NAAQS national ambient air quality standards

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NCIC North Central Information Center

ng/L nanograms per liter

NO; nitrogen dioxide

NO; nitrogen trioxide
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NOx
NPDES
NRCS
OHV
PM
PMy,
PM;s
PPV
PRC
proposed project
RD
RMP
RMS
ROG
RWQCB
SACOG
SIP
SMARA
SPFC
SRA
SVAB
SVP
SWPPP
SWRCB
TAC
TRLIA
UCMP
USACE
USFWS
UYRLIP
VdB
WEAP
WPIC

ACRONYMS AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS

oxides of nitrogen

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service
off-highway vehicle

particulate matter

particulate matter equal to or less than 10 micrometers in diameter

particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

peak particle velocity

California Public Resources Code

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
Reclamation District

Resource Management Plan

root-mean-square

reactive organic gas

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Sacramento Area Council of Governments

state implementation plan

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act

State Plan of Flood Control

State Responsibility Areas

Sacramento Valley Air Basin

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology

stormwater pollution prevention plan

State Water Resources Control Board

toxic air contaminant

Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
University of California, Berkeley Museum of Paleontology
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Upper Yuba River Levee Improvement Project
vibration decibels

worker environmental awareness program

Western Pacific Interceptor Canal
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority (TRLIA) has prepared this initial study/proposed mitigated
negative declaration (ISMND) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to address
the environmental consequences of the proposed Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project (proposed
project) in Yuba County, California (Exhibit 1-1). TRLIA is the lead agency under CEQA. TRLIA is a joint
powers authority composed of Yuba County and Reclamation District (RD) 784 that was formed in 2004 to
address funding and implementation of levee repairs for the RD 784 service area.

Yuba County is subject to seasonal flood threats from many rivers and creeks, including the Yuba, Feather, and
Bear Rivers and tributary drainages. Because of this flood risk, many local rivers have been confined by
constructed levees. The RD 784 levee system is part of the State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC), which comprises
federally authorized and State of California—authorized flood protection facilities for which the Central Valley
Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) or the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has provided
assurances of cooperation to the federal government (DWR 2010).

TRLIA is implementing a program of repairs to the RD 784 levee system to provide 200-year flood protection to
properties within the RD 784 service area in southwest Yuba County. As part of this program, TRLIA completed
various improvements along the south levee of the Yuba River in 2004-2012. The final phase of repairs along the
Yuba River south levee (completed in summer 2012) extends from Simpson Lane to the Yuba Goldfields
(Exhibit 1-2). This last reach of levee protection has been tied into the Goldfields with the assumption that the
Goldfields serve as high ground. Contrary to this assumption, however, TRLIA has determined that flood flows
could enter the Goldfields through potential breaches in the tailings mound embankments at one or more critical
erosion sites along the south bank of the Yuba River, resulting in a continued flood risk in the RD 784 service
area.

To reduce this flood risk, TRLIA proposes to implement a project in the Goldfields that would prevent Yuba
River flood flows from flowing through the Goldfields and flanking the SPFC. The proposed project would create
a continuous embankment, which would address the most critical erosion site within the Goldfields to provide a
100-year level of protection to southwest Yuba County. TRLIA is coordinating closely with Western Aggregates,
which would partner with TRLIA to construct the project.

This document includes:

» an IS to satisfy CEQA requirements,
» aproposed MND to satisfy CEQA requirements, and
» anotice of availability and intent to adopt an IS/MND for the proposed project.

After the required public review of this document is complete, TRLIA will consider adopting the proposed MND
and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and will decide whether to proceed with the proposed project.

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

This document is an IS/MND prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.)
and the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, Section 15000 et seq. of the California Code of Regulations). The

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 1-1 Introduction



‘Yuba City |

Western Pacz_'ﬁcﬁ

Interceptor
Bcuf

e

"’\\ A
N o 7a
N\ ] o ey 4 |
0@‘;@0
& N Wheatland & Nt
& 9F A
: & 9
< A
R“)/m\ N 7-‘"/'; : ' N\ = E®
Canal .~ - 1
@ o7 \
| ; |
! N
Legend \
=== RD 784 @
TRLIA Assessment District b Project
—— 100-year Flood Protection \ / PEAN ) Location
Project {/ _SUTTER CO ‘
0 15 3 \’{ PLACER CO.
MILES NORTH A
Base Map: Cal-Atlas, Caltrans, USGS @ NiCOhUS@ \Q\‘“e
60242362 008 SAC GRX P A \ oS

Project Area

Source: TRLIA 2013, adapted by AECOM in 2013

Exhibit 1-1 Project Location and Vicinity
AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
Introduction 1-2 Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority



Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4

15

MILES NORTH
Base Map: Cal-Atlas, Caltrans, USGS

Exhibit 1-2 Three Rivers Levee Improvement Program

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 1-3 Introduction



purpose of this IS/'MND is to (1) determine whether project implementation would result in potentially significant
or significant effects on the environment; and (2) incorporate mitigation measures into the project design, as
necessary, to eliminate the project’s potentially significant or significant project effects or reduce them to a less-
than-significant level.

An IS/IMND presents environmental analysis and substantial evidence in support of its conclusions regarding the
significance of environmental impacts. Substantial evidence may include expert opinion based on facts, technical
studies, or reasonable assumptions based on facts. An IS/MND is neither intended nor required to include the
level of detail provided in an environmental impact report (EIR).

CEQA requires that all state and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects
they propose to carry out or over which they have discretionary authority, before implementing or approving
those projects. The public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project is the
lead agency for CEQA compliance (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15367). TRLIA has principal responsibility
for carrying out the proposed project and is therefore the CEQA lead agency for this IS/MND.

If there is substantial evidence (such as the findings of an IS) that a project, either individually or cumulatively,
may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency must prepare an EIR (State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064[a]). If the IS concludes that impacts would be less than significant, or that mitigation measures
committed to by the applicant would clearly reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, a negative declaration
or MND can be prepared.

TRLIA has prepared this IS to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed project and has
incorporated mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any potentially significant project-related impacts.
Therefore, an MND has been prepared for this project.

1.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Chapter 3 of this document contains the analysis and discussion of potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project. Based on the issues evaluated in that chapter, it was determined that the proposed project would
result in no impacts on the following issue areas:

» Agriculture and forestry resources
» Population and housing
» Public services

The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts on the following issue areas:

» Aesthetics
» Greenhouse gas emissions

» Land use
» Mineral resources
» Noise

» Recreation
» Transportation/traffic
» Utilities and service systems

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
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The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts after mitigation on the following issue areas:

» Air quality

» Biological resources

» Cultural resources

» Geology and soils

» Hazards and hazardous materials

» Hydrology and water quality

» Mandatory findings of significance

1.3 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This document is divided into the following sections:

Notice of Availability and Intent to Consider Adoption of a Proposed MND. The notice of availability and
intent to consider adoption of a proposed MND provides notice to responsible and trustee agencies, interested
parties, and organizations of the availability of this IS, as well as TRLIA’s intent to consider adopting an MND
for the proposed project.

MND. The MND, which precedes the IS analysis, summarizes the environmental conclusions and identifies
mitigation measures that would be implemented in conjunction with the proposed project.

Chapter 1, “Introduction.” This chapter briefly summarizes the proposed project and describes the purpose of
the IS/MND, summarizes findings, and describes the organization of this IS/MND.

Chapter 2, “Project Description.” This chapter describes the purpose of and need for the proposed project,
general background, and project elements.

Chapter 3, “Environmental Checklist.” This chapter presents an analysis of environmental issues identified in
the CEQA environmental checklist and determines whether project implementation would result in a beneficial
impact, no impact, a less-than-significant impact, a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated, a
potentially significant impact, or a significant impact on the environment in each issue area. Should any impacts
be determined to be potentially significant or significant, an EIR would be required. For this project, however,
mitigation measures have been incorporated as needed to reduce all potentially significant and significant impacts
to a less-than-significant level.

Chapter 4, “References.” This chapter lists the references used in preparation of this IS/MND.

Chapter 5, “Report Preparers.” This chapter identifies report preparers.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project (proposed project) is located within the Goldfields in
Yuba County, California. The Goldfields encompass approximately 6,855 acres along the south side of the Yuba
River near Daguerre Point Dam, approximately 10 miles northeast of Marysville (see Exhibit 1-1). The Goldfields
were formed by dredging hydraulic mining debris from the Yuba River floodplain, which began in the early
1900s. The remnant mounds of sands, gravels, and cobbles were deposited along the active riverbank and interior
floodplain, generating irregular gravel/cobble hills and an undulating terrain interspersed with ponds.

In more recent years, the Goldfields have been used to produce aggregate. Current operations in the Goldfields
include gold mining by Cal Sierra Development, Inc., and aggregate production by Western Aggregates, Inc.

2.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

2.2.1 RECLAMATION DISTRICT 784 LEVEE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

TRLIA, in partnership with other local agencies, has implemented a comprehensive program of levee
improvements to provide 200-year flood protection to the Reclamation District (RD) 784 service area. Those
improvements are referred to in this document as the “TRLIA Program” (see Exhibit 1-1). RD 784’s service area
consists of approximately 29,000 acres in urban southwest Yuba County, including part or all of the communities
of Linda, Olivehurst, Arboga, and Plumas Lake. RD 784 is bounded on the north by the Yuba River, on the west
by the Feather River, on the south by the Bear River, and on the east by the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal
(WPIC) (see Exhibit 1-1).

TRLIA Program work has been completed in four phases. Levee improvements have occurred throughout the
RD 784 levee system, including improvements along the Yuba, Feather, and Bear Rivers and the WPIC. Multiple
projects were implemented during Phase 4 of the TRLIA Program. The last of these, the Upper Yuba River Levee
Improvement Project (UYRLIP), improved the Yuba River south levee from Simpson Lane to the Goldfields,
which is also where the State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC) ends. UYRLIP work was completed in summer 2012.

The RD 784 levee system—specifically the northern terminus of the UYRLIP, and therefore the SPFC—is tied
into the Goldfields with the assumption that the Goldfields serves as high ground and prevents floods in the Yuba
River from flanking the levee system. If this assumption is not correct, the urban area of RD 784 remains at risk
of flooding.

2.2.2 FLooD RISk ASSOCIATED WITH THE GOLDFIELDS

In the early 1900s, embankments were constructed by the California Debris Commission (CDC), an entity created
by federal statute, near the Goldfields along both sides (north and south) of the Yuba River’s active main channel
to control the location of the river. These historic “training walls” consisted of dredge tailings deposited to
substantial heights (estimated 10-20 feet of freeboard above the 100-year flood elevation), with varying top
widths of up to 500 feet. The south bank “training wall” prevented Yuba River floodwaters from directly entering
the Goldfields. There were no construction or as-built plans that provided the final alignment location or geometry

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
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for these embankments. Dredging companies continued to construct other embankments out of dredge tailings
along the south side of the Yuba River using similar methods as they dredged the Goldfields for gold. All of these
embankments have served to keep the Yuba River in its current location through the years. However, these
embankments have been eroded and modified and it is unclear how the current dredge tailings relate to the
original CDC “training wall.” The existing dredge tailings continue to be eroded by the Yuba River and are not
continuous, with gaps or low places in these mounds that would allow Yuba River flows to enter the Goldfields at
high river discharges or allow high water elevations in the Goldfields to exit back to the Yuba River. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) took over the responsibilities of the CDC in 1986 when the CDC was
abolished. USACE does not consider the historic CDC dredge tailings mounds to be flood protection facilities and
does not actively monitor or maintain these structures.

Water moves through the Goldfields through a combination of surface flow, subsurface flow, and seepage through
the gravel/cobble mounds. This process results in a complex hydraulic flow pattern through the Goldfields. In
addition, ongoing gold dredging and aggregate mining operations continually change the topography, affecting
flow paths through the Goldfields.

In 2009-2010, USACE conducted a hydraulic analysis of the Goldfields area that led it to conclude that the
Goldfields did not present a flood risk for the Yuba Basin for a 100-year storm event, but did present a flood risk
for the 200-year storm event (Maak and Schultz, pers. comm., 2010). This USACE analysis was a coarse-level
two-dimensional analysis of the Upper Yuba River conducted to conservatively estimate flood damages and costs
for USACE’s Yuba Basin General Reevaluation Report. USACE also concluded that there was not a federal
interest in an engineered solution to extend existing flood protection, specifically constructing a new levee south
of the Goldfields area.

To better define residual flood risk associated with the Goldfields, TRLIA refined and expanded USACE’s
hydraulic analysis to include the most recent topographic information available for the Goldfields. TRLIA also
developed a comprehensive two-dimensional hydraulic model to simulate how surface water would flow through
the complex Goldfields area and into the RD 784 protected area if the south bank tailings mound of the Yuba
River were to breach (MBK 2011). In addition, TRLIA evaluated the south bank tailings mound to examine how
this feature has performed during past flood events and determine its reliability to safely pass a 100-year flood
event.

Contrary to USACE’s earlier findings, the TRLIA analysis identified a risk of flooding from the Goldfields for
floods more frequent than the 100-year flood (MBK 2011). The results of the TRLIA analysis indicate that the
Yuba River is attempting to meander south at several locations and is actively eroding the south bank tailings
mound. Specific locations at which the Yuba River directly attacks the south bank tailings mounds were identified
and the sites at greatest risk of a breach were categorized as either Tier 1 or Tier 2. Tier 1 sites are more likely to
breach or overtop in the near future (Exhibit 2-1). The analysis also shows that landform changes within the
Goldfields created through historic gold dredge mining operations have affected flow paths within the Goldfields,
and have made it easier for floodwaters to flow through the Goldfields and exit into the RD 784 service area.

This flood risk would flood areas that were thought to have 200-year protection and decrease the flood inundation
benefits associated with the TRLIA 200-Year Flood Protection Program. It would also result in FEMA having to
map residual floodplains in the RD 784 service area along with these residual flooded areas having to purchase
flood insurance.

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
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2.3 PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The overall project purpose is to provide 100-year flood protection to the RD 784 service area. The objectives of
the proposed project are to quickly implement a 100-year flood protection solution that (1) is sustainable for at
least 15 years; (2) has minimal impact on aggregate mining operations, gold dredging operations, and the
environment; and (3) prevents the RD 784 service area from being mapped into the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain.

2.4 PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project would involve constructing an embankment in the Goldfields designed to intercept and block
breach flows originating at Site B (see Exhibit 2-1), holding them long enough to allow flood peaks to pass. The
blocked flows would then return to the Yuba River or percolate into underlying groundwater aquifers. The
embankment would extend continuously for approximately 2.1 miles following the alignment shown in Exhibit 2-2.
The embankment would be built in partnership by TRLIA and Western Aggregates using the Goldfields’ existing
dredge tailings. The embankment would have a crest elevation of 104 feet NAVD1988, (3 feet above the elevation
of the 100-year water surface elevation in the Goldfields), a minimum top width of 35 feet, a waterside slope of 3:1
(horizontal:vertical), and a landside slope of 5:1 (horizontal:vertical) (Exhibit 2-3).

2.4.1 LAND OWNERSHIP

Land rights in the Goldfields are very complicated and have been and continue to be litigated. Land is owned in
fee by federal agencies (USACE and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management [BLM]) and private entities. Even if
land is owned in fee by one entity, other entities may have rights for surface mining (i.e., gold) extraction.
Because these rights have been transferred through various acquisitions and the extent of the rights is the subject
of ongoing litigation, vested rights in the Goldfields are not entirely clear. In addition, USACE holds easements
over large tracts of private land. The purpose and conditions of USACE easements are not clear but USACE has
used their easements to restrict mining near the tailings mounds along the Yuba River south bank. See Exhibit 2-4
for a map of land ownership in the Goldfields.

The 100-year Flood Protection Project would be located on property under private ownership in the Goldfields.
TRLIA may enter into an agreement with property owners in the Goldfields to facilitate construction and
maintenance of the embankment.

2.4.2 GENERAL CONSTRUCTION METHODS

Substantial portions of the proposed alignment already exceed the embankment geometry required for the 100-
year embankment. Approximately 453,373 cubic yards (cu. yd.) of fill material would be needed to construct the
100-year embankment geometry within the alignment. The fill material would be taken either from adjacent areas
that exceed the required flood protection elevation for the 100-year embankment, or from portions of the
surrounding embankment located outside of the 100-year embankment geometry. The areas requiring fill to
achieve the 100-year embankment and the areas that would serve as fill sources are identified in Exhibit 2-5.

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
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Because of the close proximity and abundance of available borrow material, no long hauls of material would be
necessary.

Access to the embankment construction area would be provided by existing access roads to and within the
Goldfields. Main access to the Goldfields is from Hammonton-Smartville Road and then along Brophy Road or
Hammonton Road (main access) to the interior of the Goldfields (see Exhibit 2-2).

2.4.3 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Construction of the proposed project would require less than 5.5 months. Construction is anticipated to begin in
spring 2014, no earlier than April 1, and would be completed no later than November 1 of the same year. Work
would occur Monday through Saturday during normal working hours (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.), with no nighttime
construction.

2.4.4 CONSTRUCTION LABOR FORCE AND EQUIPMENT

TRLIA may partner with private property owners to construct the proposed embankment. Construction activities
would require up to 14 employees on peak construction days. Two dump trucks, one excavator, one dozer, one
water truck, and one work truck would be needed to implement earthmoving operations on peak construction
days.

2.4.5 VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE HABITAT PROTECTION

Elderberry shrubs, which may provide habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a species federally listed
as threatened, are common in some areas within the Yuba Goldfields. To avoid disturbance to the valley
elderberry longhorn beetle, TRLIA will establish a minimum setback of at least 20 feet from the dripline of each
elderberry shrub within 100 feet of the construction area. These buffer areas will be flagged and fenced prior to
construction and the fencing will be maintained for the duration of construction activities. In addition, TRLIA
will erect signs every 50 feet along the edge of avoidance areas with the following information: "This area is
habitat of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a threatened species, and must not be disturbed. This species is
protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Violators are subject to prosecution, fines, and
imprisonment.” The signs will be clearly readable from a distance of 20 feet, and will also be maintained for the
duration of construction activities.

2.5 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS

As the lead agency under CEQA, TRLIA has the principal responsibility for approving and carrying out the
proposed project and for ensuring that CEQA requirements and all other applicable regulations are met. Other
permitting agencies that may have permitting approval or review authority over portions of the proposed project
are listed below.

» Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board—Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System stormwater permit for general construction and Waste Discharge Requirement
pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

» California Department of Fish and Wildlife—California Endangered Species Act consultation

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
Project Description 2-10 Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority



» Feather River Air Quality Management District—authority to construct permit

» Yuba County—qrading permit
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Project Title: Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority, 1114 Yuba Street,
Suite 218, Marysville, CA 95901

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Paul G. Brunner, P.E., Executive Director, (530) 749-7841

4. Project Location: Along the south side of the Yuba River near Daguerre Point Dam,

approximately 10 miles northeast of Marysville within the Yuba
Goldfields in Yuba County, California.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority (See above address.)
Address:

6. General Plan Designation: Natural Resources

7. Zoning: M-2 (Extractive Industrial)

8. Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the
project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. Attach additional
sheets if necessary.)

The proposed project consists of constructing an embankment in the Goldfields designed to intercept and block
breach flows, holding them long enough to allow flood peaks to pass. The blocked flows would then return to
the Yuba River or percolate into underlying groundwater aquifers. The embankment would extend
continuously for approximately 2.1 miles within the Goldfields. TRLIA intends to build the embankment using
the Goldfields’ existing dredge tailings, which may require an agreement with one or more private entities
engaged in mining activities in the Goldfields.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and The Goldfields consist of irregular gravel/cobble hills and an
Setting: undulating terrain interspersed with ponds. To the north and northwest
(Briefly describe the project’s of the Goldfields is the Yuba River. The lands east and northeast of the
surroundings) Goldfields are vacant and are used primarily for cattle grazing.

Orchards and active agricultural fields are located adjacent to the
southeastern end and westernmost end of the Goldfields.

10: Other public agencies whose approval is USACE, USBLM, USFWS, RWQCB, CDFW,
required: FRAQMD, Yuba County
(e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement)

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 3-1 Environmental Checklist



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
[] Aesthetics [ ] Agriculture Resources [ ] AirQuality
[ ] Biological Resources [] Cultural Resources [] Geology / Soils
[] Greenhouse Gas [] Hazards & Hazardous [ ] Hydrology / Water Quality
Emissions Materials
[] Land Use/ Planning [] Mineral Resources [] Noise
[] Population / Housing [ ] Public Services [ ] Recreation
[] Transportation / Traffic [] Utilities / Service Systems [] Mandatory Findings of
Significance
X] None With Mitigation
AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project COULD have a significant effect on the environment,
there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

] | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date

Printed Name Title

Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority

Agency
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by
the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each gquestion. A “No Impact”
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not
apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact”
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may
be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is
made, an EIR is required.

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less
Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how
they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as
described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this
case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. ldentify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. This s only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental
effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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Environmental Checklist 3-4 Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority



3.1 AESTHETICS

. Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant ignifican Significant No Impact
with Mitigation
Impact Impact
Incorporated
I. Aesthetics. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] X ]
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but ] ] X ]
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or ] ] X ]
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] ] X ]
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

3.1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The aesthetic value of an area is typically a measure of its visual character and visual quality combined with
viewer response. As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” the Yuba Goldfields encompass approximately
10,000 acres along the south side of the Yuba River. The Goldfields were formed as dredging activities along the
lower Yuba River associated with hydraulic mining deposited remnant mounds of sands, gravels, and cobbles
along the riverbank and floodplain. Today the Goldfields contain irregular gravel/cobble mounds interspersed
with ponds. The cobble mounds are covered with sparse ruderal vegetation; trees occur sporadically throughout
the project area and scattered woody vegetation is present in upland areas (see Section 3.4, “Biological
Resources,” for further information). The Goldfields also contain large embankments, constructed in the early
1900s along both sides of the lower Yuba River’s active main channel, to control the location of the river.

The existing dredge tailings mounds in the Yuba Goldfields range in size and reach heights of up to 90 feet. The
dredge tailings are not continuous, with gaps or low places in the mounds. The water elevations in the ponds
(pools) between tailings mounds rise and fall in response to river water elevations and surrounding groundwater
elevations (TRLIA 2013:3). Ongoing gold dredging and aggregate mining operations continually change the
area’s topography (TRLIA 2013:4).

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) manages the California Scenic Highway Program. The
program’s goal is to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from changes that would affect the aesthetic
value of land adjacent to highways. No highways in Yuba County have been officially designated by Caltrans as
state scenic highways, although State Route 49 in the far northeastern part of the county (east of New Bullards
Bar Reservoir) is eligible for such a designation (Caltrans 2011).

3.1.2 DiscussION
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less-than-Significant Impact. A scenic vista is generally considered a view of an area that has remarkable
scenery or a natural or cultural resource that is indigenous to the area. No scenic vistas have been officially
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designated in the Yuba County General Plan. However, the dredge tailings mounds in the Yuba Goldfields, which
are up to 90 feet tall, constitute remarkable landscape elements. Thus, the project area, with its dramatic mounds
of dredge tailings, could be considered to represent a scenic vista.

Construction of the 100-year embankment would not have a substantial adverse effect on the scenic vista afforded
by the Goldfields. Rural/agricultural-residential properties exist north of the Yuba River opposite the northwest
corner of the Goldfields, and to the south near the intersection of Brophy Road and Hammonton-Smartville Road.
As noted in Section 3.12, “Noise,” the closest residences are located approximately 2,660-6,100 feet from
construction areas. Local residents on the north side of the Yuba River and recreationists on the lower Yuba River
would not notice a change in the scenic view of the Goldfields, because the project area would not be visible from
these locations. However, some residents could notice a change in the scenic view of the Goldfields caused by the
movement of construction equipment to build the continuous embankment. This change in the view would be
temporary and limited to one construction season.

Project construction would not be expected to cause a substantial change in the height of the existing mounds in
the Goldfields; rather, it would result in a continuous embankment made up of the same materials (sands, gravels,
and cobbles) that already exist at the site. As stated in Section 2.2.2, “Flood Risk Associated with the Goldfields,”
in Chapter 2, ongoing gold dredging and aggregate mining operations in the Goldfields continually change the
topography; thus, the scenic vista of the project area has been and is currently subject to ongoing adjustment.

The proposed project would involve constructing a continuous embankment in place of multiple mounds;
however, because construction activities would be temporary and the embankment would be built using the
Goldfields’ existing dredge tailings, the scenic vista of the Goldfields would not be substantially affected.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. This impact would
be less than significant.

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Some tree removal would be required for the proposed project, as described in
Section 3.4, “Biological Resources.” In addition, volcanic bedrock outcrops are present just south of Daguerre
Point Dam (ENGEO 2013:12) (see Section 3.6, “Geology and Soils,” for further discussion). However, the area
where volcanic bedrock outcrops are present is not located in the immediate vicinity of the 100-year embankment
construction area, and thus would not be disturbed by construction. The Goldfields themselves can be considered
a natural unique scenic resource, but the Goldfields’ existing dredge tailings would be used to construct the
proposed embankment. Furthermore, no historic buildings are located on the project site.

No highways in Yuba County have been officially designated as state scenic highways. Therefore, although
project construction would require the removal of trees and other vegetation, the proposed project would not
damage any resources in the vicinity of a state scenic highway, and this impact would be less than significant.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Visual character is distinguished by visual pattern elements: an object’s form
(mass, bulk, or shape) and its line, color, and texture. Awareness of these pattern elements varies with distance
(FHWA n.d.:37). The most typical viewers would be residents who are located south of the Goldfields

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
Environmental Checklist 3.1-2 Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority



approximately 2,660 feet or farther from the site. Views of the project area from the north are obstructed by the
south bank of the Yuba River, which is higher in elevation than the project area. Therefore, residents who are
located across the river and recreationists on the lower Yuba River would not experience a change in the visual
character of the Goldfields.

The form of the existing Goldfields encompasses irregular hills and ponds. TRLIA intends to construct a
continuous embankment using the Goldfields’ existing dredge tailings. Because the proposed embankment would
be continuous rather than irregular, the project could cause a change in the Goldfields’ embankment pattern and
pool sizes (the “line” of the site). However, such a change would not be expected to be substantial, and it would
not result in a substantial change in the other elements of the site’s visual character (form, color, texture).

The existing dredge tailings mounds have side slopes that range from 3:1 (horizontal:vertical) to 1.5:1
(horizontal:vertical) toward the edges (ENGEO 2013:12). By contrast, the proposed embankment would have a
waterside slope of 3:1 (horizontal:vertical) and a landside slope of 5:1 (horizontal:vertical). Thus, on the water side,
the slope of the embankment would be identical to the slope of the existing tailings mounds, which would help to
maintain the character of the site as seen from the north. On the land side, the slope of the embankment would be
less steep than the slope of the existing tailings mounds (5:1 slope versus generally 3:1), thus adjusting the shape and
line of the dredge tailings deposits. In addition, the embankment would present an increased mass and more
continuous bulk relative to the existing irregular mounds, although the color and texture would remain the same
because the embankment would be constructed using existing materials. Thus, despite the change in slope, the visual
character and quality of the site as seen from the land side would remain dramatic.

Implementing the proposed project would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the
Goldfields and its surroundings. This impact would be less than significant.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Work associated with the proposed project is described above under item c).
Construction of the proposed 100-year embankment would not result in any substantial sources of light or glare
that would affect daytime views. Recreationists on the lower Yuba River and residents across the river from the
site would not have a view of the project site. Residences to the south of the project site may be able to view some
of the construction work, but from a distance (2,660 feet or farther). Because of this distance, and because no
buildings would be constructed and existing materials would be moved to create the new embankment, any light
or glare from operation of construction equipment would be minimal and momentary. Changes in the locations of
pools could result, but any such changes would not be anticipated to substantially increase daytime light or glare
levels beyond existing conditions.

The proposed project would not involve any nighttime construction. Construction equipment would be present
and equipment staging areas may be temporarily lit for security reasons during the construction period. However,
existing nighttime views in the area would remain largely unchanged. Project construction would not create new
sources of nighttime lighting other than temporary security lighting, nor would new buildings be constructed that
would require the use of lighting after construction is complete.

The proposed project would not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area by creating a new source of
substantial light or glare. This impact would be less than significant.
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3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

Il. Agriculture and Forestry Resources.

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997, as updated) prepared by
the California Department of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California
Air Resources Board.

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] ] ] X
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 non-agricultural
use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or ] ] ] X
a Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning ] ] ] X
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(q)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of ] ] ] X
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, ] ] ] X
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

This section describes agricultural uses and forestry resources on the project site and in the vicinity and analyzes
the potential impacts of implementing the proposed project on agriculture and forestry resources. These include
impacts on lands mapped as part of the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) by the California
Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of Land Resource Protection.

Additional information about land uses on and adjacent to the project site is provided in Section 3.10, “Land Use
and Planning.”

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 3.2-1 Environmental Checklist



3.2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

AGRICULTURAL LAND USES ON THE PROJECT SITE AND IN THE VICINITY

The Yuba Goldfields have been used to produce aggregate; no active agricultural land uses exist within the
project site. Orchards and active rice fields are located adjacent to the southernmost end of the project site along
the south side of Brophy Road, and mature orchards are located adjacent to the site’s westernmost boundary along
the north side of Simpson Dantoni Road.

FARMLAND MAPPING AND MONITORING PROGRAM

DOC classifies Important Farmland as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Local Importance. These classifications recognize the land’s suitability for agricultural production by
considering the soil’s physical and chemical characteristics, such as soil temperature range, depth of the
groundwater table, flooding potential, rock fragment content, and rooting depth. The classifications also consider
location, growing season, and moisture available to sustain high-yield crops. Together, Important Farmland and
Grazing Land are defined by DOC as “Agricultural Land.” In addition, DOC identifies other categories based on
their suitability for agricultural use. The following list comprehensively defines the classifications mapped by
DOC as part of the FMMP:

» Prime Farmland—Land that has the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long-
term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time
during the 4 years before the mapping date.

» Farmland of Statewide Importance—Land similar to Prime Farmland but with minor shortcomings, such as
greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural
production at some time during the 4 years before the mapping date.

» Unique Farmland—Land of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state’s leading agricultural
cash crops. This land is usually irrigated, but may include nonirrigated orchards or vineyards as found in
some climatic zones in California. Land must have been cropped at some time during the 4 years before the
mapping date.

» Farmland of Local Importance—Land that is of importance to the local agricultural economy, as defined by
each county’s local advisory committee and adopted by its board of supervisors. Farmland of Local
Importance either is currently producing or has the capability to produce, but does not meet the definition of
Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland.

» Grazing Land—Land with existing vegetation that is suitable for grazing.

» Urban and Built-up Lands—Land that is used for residential, industrial, commercial, institutional, or public
utility structures, or for other developed purposes.

» Land Committed to Nonagricultural Use—Land that has a permanent commitment to development but has
an existing land use of agricultural or grazing lands.
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» Other Land—Land that does not meet the criteria of any previous category. Other Lands generally include
low-density rural developments, vegetative and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing, confined-
animal agriculture facilities, strip mines, borrow pits, and vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded by
urban development.

According to the Yuba County Important Farmland map, published by DOC’s Division of Land Resource
Protection, both the project site and surrounding land within the Goldfields are designated as Other Land (DOC
2011). DOC does not consider Other Land to be Important Farmland.

Near the project site, Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance are located along the south side of
Brophy Road and along the north side of Simpson Dantoni Road (DOC 2011). DOC considers both designations
to be Important Farmland.

3.2.2 DISCUSSION

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 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 non-agricultural use?

No Impact. Constructing the 100-year embankment would not convert Important Farmland to nonagricultural
uses. The fill material needed to construct the project would be taken either from adjacent areas that exceed the
required flood protection elevation for the 100-year embankment, or from portions of the surrounding
embankment located outside of the 100-year embankment geometry. In addition, access to construction areas
would be provided by existing access roads to and within the Goldfields. Main access to the Goldfields is from
Hammonton-Smartville Road and then along Brophy Road or Hammonton Road (main access) to the interior of
the Goldfields.

As discussed previously, the project site and surrounding land within the Goldfields is designated as Other Land
(vegetative and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing, confined-animal agriculture facilities, strip mines,
borrow pits, water bodies, and vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded by urban development). DOC does not
consider Other Land to be Important Farmland.

Near the project site, Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance are located adjacent to the
southernmost end of the project site along the south side of Brophy Road and adjacent to the site’s westernmost
boundary along the north side of Simpson Dantoni Road. Fill material and construction areas would be located
within the Goldfields, and access to the construction areas would be provided by existing access roads. The
presence of the continuous embankment would not affect the continuation of agricultural operations in these
areas.

Implementing the proposed project would not directly or indirectly convert Important Farmland within or near the
project site to nonagricultural uses. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. Yuba County does not participate in the Williamson Act program. The project site and lands within
the Goldfields that surround the site are zoned M-2 (Extractive Industrial). These areas are intended primarily for
extracting, processing, and distributing minerals that occur naturally, such as sand, gravel, ores, and precious
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metals. Therefore, implementing the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses
or conflict with a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The project site is not zoned as forestland, timberland, or a Timberland Production Zone. Therefore,
implementing the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestry
resources. No impact would occur.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. Section 12220(g) of the California Public Resources Code defines forestland as land that can support
10% native tree cover and woodland vegetation of any species (including hardwoods) under natural conditions,
and that allows for management of one or more forest resources (timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity,
water quality, recreation) and other public benefits. The project site does not contain forestland as defined by
Section 12220(g). Therefore, implementing the proposed project would not result in the loss of forestland or
conversion of forestland to nonforest uses. No impact would occur.

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

No Impact. See responses to items a) and d) above. Implementing the proposed project would not result in other
changes in the physical environment that could directly or indirectly result in the conversion of agricultural land,
including Important Farmland, to nonagricultural uses or result in the conversion of forestland to nonforest uses.
No impact would occur.
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3.3 AIR QUALITY

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated
1. Air Quality.
Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied on to make the following
determinations.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] X ] ]
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute ] X ] ]
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] X ] ]
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
0ZOne precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ] X ]
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial ] ] X ]

number of people?

3.3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located in Yuba County, which is under the jurisdiction of the Feather River Air Quality
Management District (FRAQMD). FRAQMD is part of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB), which
includes Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama, Shasta, Yolo, Sacramento, Yuba, and Sutter Counties and parts of Placer,
El Dorado, and Solano Counties. The SVAB is bounded on the north and west by the Coast Ranges, on the east
by the southern portion of the Cascade Range and the northern portion of the Sierra Nevada, and on the south by
the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. Summer conditions are typically characterized by high temperatures and low
humidity, with prevailing winds from the south. Rainstorms occur occasionally during winter, and are
interspersed by stagnant and sometimes foggy weather. Rain falls mainly from late October to early May, in
amounts that vary substantially each year.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (ARB) have identified
six air pollutants as being of nationwide and statewide concern: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide,
sulfur dioxide, lead, and particulate matter (PM). PM is subdivided into two classes based on particle size: PM
equal to or less than 10 micrometers in diameter (PMyo) and PM equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
(PM_5).

Health-based air quality standards have been established for these pollutants by EPA at the national level and by
ARB at the state level. These standards are referred to as the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) and
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the California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS), respectively. The NAAQS and CAAQS were established
to protect the public with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts caused by exposure to air pollution.
Both EPA and ARB designate areas of the state as attainment, nonattainment, maintenance, or unclassified for the
various pollutant standards according to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the California Clean Air Act
(CCAA), respectively. An area is designated nonattainment/transitional to signify that the area is close to attaining
the standard for that pollutant. The “unclassified” designation is used in an area that cannot be classified as
meeting or not meeting the standards, based on available information.

FRAQMD is currently designated as a nonattainment area for the PM, s NAAQS. On January 10, 2013, EPA
determined that the area had attained the PM, s NAAQS based on 2009-2011 monitoring data. However, that
action did not constitute a redesignation to attainment because EPA has not yet approved a maintenance plan.
Yuba County is also a nonattainment-transitional area for the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone CAAQS, and a
nonattainment area with respect to the PM;, CAAQS (ARB 2013). Yuba County is either an attainment area or
unclassified for the remaining NAAQS and CAAQS.

EPA, under the provisions of the CAA, requires each state with regions that have not attained the NAAQS to
prepare a state implementation plan (SIP) that details how each local area is to meet these standards. ARB is the
lead agency for developing the SIP in California. Local air districts and other agencies prepare air quality
attainment plans (AQAPS), or air quality management plans, and submit them to ARB for review, approval, and
incorporation into the applicable SIP. The CCAA also requires that each area exceeding the CAAQS develop a
plan aimed at achieving those standards (California Health and Safety Code, Section 40911 et seq.).

FRAQMD is the agency responsible for air quality planning and development of the AQAP in the project area.
The AQAP establishes the strategies that will be used to achieve compliance with the CAAQS in all areas within
FRAQMD’s jurisdiction. All projects within FRAQMD’s jurisdictional area are subject to adopted FRAQMD
rules and regulations in effect at the time of construction and operation.

3.3.2 DISCUSSION
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Project consistency is determined based on
whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQAP and/or applicable
portions of the SIP, which would lead to increases in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations.
The CCAA requires a triennial assessment of the extent to which air quality has improved and pollutant emissions
have been reduced as a result of implementing control measures developed in the AQAP. The air districts in the
Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area, which includes Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Shasta, Sutter, Tehama, and
Yuba Counties, adopted the 2009 Triennial AQAP on June 7, 2010 (FRAQMD 2013). The AQAP, drafted in
compliance with the requirements set forth in the CCAA, specifically addresses the CAAQS for ozone and PMy,.
The 2009 Triennial AQAP contains the control measures included in the previously adopted 2006 AQAP and
additional control measures for stationary sources.

FRAQMD also adopted the PM, s Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan in April 2013 (FRAQMD 2013).
The PM; 5 plan demonstrates that the area has attained the 24-hour PM, s NAAQS standard with implementation
of permanent and enforceable measures adopted by FRAQMD and ARB.
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Consistency with the AQAPs is determined by analyzing a project with the assumptions in the plans. Short-term
construction activities for the proposed project would involve the use of off-road equipment and haul trucks, as
well as worker commute trips. Project operations would not substantially increase long-term operational mobile-
source emissions that were previously included in the AQAP. However, as discussed in greater detail under item
b) below and summarized in Table 3.3-1, construction activities for the proposed project would generate daily
PM ;o emissions that would exceed FRAQMD'’s threshold of significance. FRAQMD thresholds of significance
are considered the allowable emissions limits for each project to avoid impeding the region’s attainment and
maintenance of ambient air quality standards (i.e., the purpose of AQAPS). Accordingly, construction of the
proposed project without mitigation would exceed the assumptions used to develop the current AQAP and would
obstruct or conflict with the plan. Therefore, this impact would be significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a: Implement FRAQMD Standard Mitigation Measures.
TRLIA and its construction contractor will implement the following measures required by FRAQMD:
» Develop and submit a fugitive dust control plan to FRAQMD.

»  Control exhaust emissions from construction equipment, so that they do not exceed FRAQMD Regulation |,
Rule 3.0, “Visible Emissions Limitations” (40% opacity or Ringelmann 2.0).

» Ensure that all construction equipment is properly tuned and maintained before and during all on-site operations.

» Limit idling time to 5 minutes. (State of California idling rule: commercial diesel vehicles—Title 13, Section 2485
of the California Code of Regulations [13 CCR 2485], effective 2/1/2005; off-road diesel vehicles—13 CCR 2449,
effective 5/1/2008.)

»  Use existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary sources of power
generation whenever possible.

» Register portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used at the same project worksite, with
the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, as required by the ARB Portable Equipment Registration
Program.

Because the proposed project would generate emissions that exceed the FRAQMD thresholds, the proposed
project must implement best-available mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Because the unmitigated PMyo emissions would exceed the daily threshold of significance of 80 pounds per day,
FRAQMD requires implementation of the following mitigation measures:

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b: Implement Best-Available Mitigation Measures for the Construction Phase.

TRLIA and its construction contractor will ensure that the following applicable FRAQMD best-available mitigation
measures for the construction phase are implemented during all project construction activities:

» All exposed surfaces (e.qg., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads)
will be watered as needed to prevent visible emissions violations and off-site dust impacts.
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» Al visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads will be removed using wet power vacuum street
sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

» All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads will be limited to 15 miles per hour.

» A publicly visible sign will be posted at the project site within FRAQMD, with the telephone number and person to
contact at FRAQMD regarding dust complaints. This person will respond and take corrective action within 48
hours. FRAQMD’s phone number also will be visible, to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

» All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities will be suspended when average wind speeds exceed 20
miles per hour.

» The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-disturbing construction activities on the same
area at any one time will be limited. Activities will be phased to reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces at any
one time.

» Al trucks and equipment, including their tires, will be washed off before leaving the site.

» Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road will be treated with a 6- to 12-inch compacted layer
of wood chips, mulch, or gravel.

» Sandbags or other erosion control measures will be installed to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from sites
with a slope greater than 1%.

As discussed further under item b) below, implementing these mitigation measures would reduce maximum daily
PM,, emissions to a level less than the FRAQMD threshold of significance. Thus, because the proposed project
would not exceed any of FRAQMD’s thresholds of significance with mitigation incorporated, the project would
not substantially impede achievement of the region’s air quality goals. Therefore, implementing Mitigation
Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b would reduce this significant impact to a less-than-significant level.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
guality violation?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Construction emissions are considered short term
and temporary, but they have the potential to represent a significant impact with respect to air quality.
Construction of the proposed project would temporarily generate emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and
oxides of nitrogen (NOy), CO, PMy,, and PM,s. Emissions of the ozone precursors ROG and NOx are generated
primarily by on-road mobile sources (i.e., delivery vehicles, construction worker vehicles) and off-road
construction equipment. The level of emissions generated varies as a function of vehicle trips per day for worker
commute trips; the types and number of heavy-duty, off-road equipment used; and the intensity and frequency of
their operation.

Fugitive PM dust is one of the pollutants of greatest concern with respect to construction activities. Construction-
related fugitive PM dust emissions can vary greatly depending on the level of activity, the specific operations
taking place, the number and types of equipment operated, vehicle speeds, local soil conditions, weather
conditions, and the amount of earth disturbance. The movement of fill from adjacent areas on the project site to
build the 100-year embankment would be the primary source of fugitive PM dust emissions from construction
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activities. Movement of off-road construction equipment and work trucks on unpaved roads can also generate
fugitive PM dust emissions.

Construction-related exhaust emissions were modeled using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod), Version 2011.1, which was the most currently available version at the time of this analysis.
CalEEMod allows the user to enter project-specific construction information, such as the types, number, and
horsepower of construction equipment, and the number and length of off-site motor vehicle trips. Construction-
related emissions for the proposed project were estimated for construction worker commutes, haul trucks, and the
use of off-road equipment.

Table 3.3-1 shows the unmitigated emissions associated with construction activities. Additional modeling
assumptions and details are provided in Appendix A.

Table 3.3-1
Unmitigated Construction-Related Emissions from the Proposed Project
Pollutants
Construction Phase ROG = NOx2 PMiob PM25b
Project Grading 0.1 0.8 188.0 39.9
Total Emissions (tons) 0.1 0.8 - -
Average or Maximum Daily Emissions (Ib/day)* 3 25 188 40
FRAQMD Thresholds (average or maximum Ib/day)" 25 25 80 -
Exceeds FRAQMD Threshold? No No Yes -

Notes: Ib/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM, s = particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers;
PM; = particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 10 micrometers; ROG = reactive organic gases

®  FRAQMD’s thresholds of significance for ROG and NOx are in units of average pounds per day. The total tons of ROG and NOx are
divided by the total number of work days to calculate average daily ROG and NOx emissions to compare to the FRAQMD threshold
FRAQMD'’s threshold of significance for PMy,is in units of maximum daily pounds. PM;, emissions include both exhaust and fugitive dust
emissions. FRAQMD has not developed a threshold for PM, s emissions. PM, s emissions are shown for informational purposes.
Emissions of ROG and NOx are in units of average daily emissions, which are the same units as the FRAQMD thresholds of
significance. Average daily emissions were estimated assuming that the proposed construction activities would last 65 work days.
Emissions of PM;o and PM_ s are in units of maximum daily emissions, which are the same units as the FRAQMD threshold of
significance. FRAQMD has not developed a threshold for PM;s.

FRAQMD’s thresholds of significance for ROG and NOx are in units of average pounds per day, while the threshold of significance for
PMy is in units of maximum daily pounds.

Source: Modeled by AECOM in 2013

Construction-related emissions for the proposed project would result in average daily emissions of approximately
3 pounds of ROG and 25 pounds of NOx (Table 3.3-1), which would not exceed the thresholds of significance.
Average daily NOx emissions would equal the FRAQMD threshold of significance, but would not exceed the
threshold and therefore would still be considered less than significant. Unmitigated maximum daily PM emissions
were estimated at approximately 188 pounds of PM;, (combined exhaust and fugitive dust) and 40 pounds of
PM_s.

As shown in Table 3.3-1, construction emissions associated with the proposed project would generate PMyg
emissions that would exceed FRAQMD’s thresholds of significance. This impact would be significant. According
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to FRAQMD, if a proposed project exceeds the thresholds of significance, implementation of FRAQMD’s
Standard Mitigation Measures is required.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b.

Implementing this mitigation measure, described above under item a), would reduce daily PM;, emissions
associated with construction of the proposed project. As determined by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District, implementing the set of construction control measures presented in Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and
3.3-1b can reduce fugitive dust emissions by up to 75% (BAAQMD 2012). Table 3.3-2 shows the mitigated PMy,
emissions associated with construction of the proposed project. Additional modeling assumptions and details are
provided in Appendix A.

Table 3.3-2
Mitigated Construction-Related Emissions from the Proposed Project

Pollutants (total tons)

Construction Phase ROG = NOx2 PMiob PM255
Project Grading 0.1 0.8 47.8 10.7
Total Emissions ° 0.1 0.8 - -
Average or Maximum Daily Emissions (Ib/day) 3 25 48 11
FRAQMD Thresholds (average or maximum Ib/day °) 25 25 80 -
Exceeds FRAQMD Threshold? No No No -

Notes: Ib/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM, s = particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers;
PM,o = particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 10 micrometers; ROG = reactive organic gases

#  FRAQMD’s thresholds of significance for ROG and NOyare in units of average pounds per day. The total tons of ROG and NOx that
would occur are divided by the total number of work days to calculate average daily ROG and NOx emissions to compare to the
FRAQMD threshold.

FRAQMD’s threshold of significance for PMyqis in units of maximum daily pounds. PM;o emissions include both exhaust and fugitive dust
emissions. FRAQMD has not developed a threshold for PM, s emissions. PM, s emissions are shown for informational purposes.
Emissions of ROG and NOxy are in units of average daily emissions, which are the same units as the FRAQMD thresholds of
significance. Average daily emissions were estimated assuming the proposed construction activities would last 65 work days. Emissions
of PMyo and PM, 5 are in units of maximum daily emissions, which are the same units as the FRAQMD threshold of significance.
FRAQMD has not developed a threshold for PM;s.

FRAQMD’s thresholds of significance for ROG and NOx are in units of average pounds per day, while the threshold of significance for
PM;jo is maximum daily pounds.

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2013

After implementation of the FRAQMD-required mitigation (Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a) and Mitigation Measure
3.3-1b, the proposed project would generate mitigated maximum daily PM, emissions of approximately
48 pounds per day (Table 3.3-2), which is less than the FRAQMD threshold of significance.

The proposed project would require only minimal operational activities for maintenance at the project site. These
activities would not exceed the existing maintenance and inspection activities for current infrastructure.
Implementing the proposed project would not require or result in trips or activities for operations and maintenance
beyond existing conditions.
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Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2, it is not anticipated that construction emissions
would conflict with or obstruct implementation of air quality planning efforts or violate or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation, and this significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The cumulative analysis focuses on whether a
specific project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution in pollutant emissions to an
existing significant cumulative impact. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The
nonattainment status of regional pollutants is a result of past and present development within the SVAB, and this
regional impact is cumulative rather than being attributable to any one source. A project’s emissions may be
individually limited but cumulatively considerable when taken in combination with past, present, and future
development projects.

FRAQMD'’s thresholds of significance are relevant to whether a project’s individual emissions would result in a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to existing cumulatively significant air quality conditions.
These thresholds are designed to identify those projects that would result in significant levels of air pollution on a
project level, and to assist the region in attaining the applicable CAAQS and NAAQS. Projects that would exceed
these thresholds would be considered significant on a project level and would also be considered to contribute a
cumulatively considerable amount of pollutants to regional emissions. As discussed previously under item b), the
proposed project would generate construction-related emissions of ROG, NOy, and PM, s, but at levels that would
not exceed FRAQMD thresholds. However, unmitigated construction-related emissions of PM;, would exceed
FRAQMD thresholds. Therefore, without mitigation, this impact would be significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b.

Implementing this mitigation measure, described above under item a), would ensure that all necessary
construction management practices would be implemented during construction to minimize PM,, emissions, and
that these emissions would not exceed the CAAQS or NAAQS, which would reduce PMy, impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, the proposed project’s construction emissions would not be considered a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact on regional air quality.
Thus, implementing Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 would reduce this significant impact to a less-than-significant
level.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Some members of the population are especially sensitive to emissions of air
pollutants and should be given special consideration during the evaluation of a project’s air quality impacts. These
people include children, older adults, persons with preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes
and others who engage in frequent exercise. Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, child
care centers, athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and
retirement homes. The nearest sensitive receptor to the project site is a single-family residence located
approximately 2,660 feet from the construction area.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 3.3-7 Environmental Checklist



The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions would be related to diesel PM emissions
associated with activity by heavy-duty construction equipment. ARB classified diesel PM as a TAC in 1998. Most
of the estimated local health risk from TACs is from diesel PM.

Construction emissions associated with the proposed project would last 7 months. After completion of the
embankments, all construction activities and associated diesel PM emissions would cease.

The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk and is a function of
the concentration and duration of exposure. According to the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment, health-risk assessments that determine the health risks associated with exposure of residential
receptors to TAC emissions should be based on a 70-year exposure period (OEHHA 2003). However, health-risk
assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the emissions activity.
Therefore, the total exposure time where some level of construction activities and subsequent diesel PM
emissions are occurring would be less than 1 year, which is less than the minimum number of years recommended
for a health-risk assessment and less than 1% of the total exposure time for a typical health-risk assessment.
Furthermore, the dose (i.e., concentration levels) to which nearby receptors would be exposed would be limited
because of their distance from the project site (approximately 2,660 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor to the
site). ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook states that PM levels drop by 70% at a distance of 500 feet
from a roadway, which is less than one-fifth of the distance from the project site to the nearest sensitive receptor.
Construction emissions would be dispersed around the site; thus, TAC emissions from project construction would
be less concentrated than those from a typical roadway and would be less likely to substantially expose receptors.
Therefore, it is anticipated that diesel PM concentrations would decrease substantially before affecting the nearest
sensitive receptor.

Because of the temporary and intermittent use of off-road construction equipment, the distance between
construction activities and the nearest sensitive receptor, the dispersive properties of diesel PM (Zhu et al. 2002),
and the relatively low exposure period, short-term construction activities would not result in the exposure of
sensitive receptors to emissions at levels that would result in a health hazard or exceed applicable standards. As a
result, this impact would be less than significant.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors such as
the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of the receptors.
Offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, but they can be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress
among the public and often generating citizen complaints to local governments and regulatory agencies.
FRAQMD recommends that lead agencies consider the potential of a project to locate receptors near an existing
odor source or to locate an odor source near existing sensitive receptors.

Construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to expose nearby off-site receptors to objectionable odors.
Sources that may emit odors during construction activities include exhaust from diesel construction equipment
and heavy-duty trucks, which could be considered offensive to some individuals. Odors from these sources would
be localized and generally confined to the immediate area surrounding the project site. The closest sensitive
receptor to the project site is located at least 2,660 feet from the boundary of the project site, which would allow
an opportunity for odor emissions to disperse and dilute with ambient air. Because of the diffusive properties of
diesel exhaust, nearby receptors would not be affected by diesel exhaust odors associated with project
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construction. The proposed project would use typical construction techniques, and the odors would be typical of
most construction sites and temporary in nature. After construction of the proposed project, all construction-
related odors would cease. Operation of the proposed project would not add any new odor sources. As a result, the

proposed project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. This impact
would be less than significant.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 3.3-9 Environmental Checklist



This page intentionally left blank.

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
Environmental Checklist 3.3-10 Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority



3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

IV. Biological Resources. Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

d)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or the 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 Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 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 a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

O

X

O

O

3.4.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Information in this section is based on a review of the following information sources:

» The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)

» The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) database of endangered and threatened species (USFWS 2011)

» The notice of adoption of waste discharge requirements for Western Aggregates (Central Valley RWQCB
2000)

» The California Native Plant Society’s online inventory of rare and endangered plants (CNPS 2013)

» The Yuba County Ordinance Code (Yuba County 2011)
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» The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Web site for the status of habitat conservation plans
(HCPs)

» A summary of the 2005 Yuba County Voluntary Individual Oak and Oak Woodland Management Plan and
Landowner Guidelines (YCRCD 2013)

» Survey reports for numerous preliminary biological surveys for valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) and
nesting raptors conducted in the project vicinity in 2012 and 2013 (AECOM 20123, 2012b, 2013a, 2013b)

» Areconnaissance survey of the project site on August 8, 2013

TRLIA used the results of the biological surveys to avoid impacts on sensitive resources, where feasible, while
designing the 100-year flood protection alignment.

HABITAT TYPES ON THE PROJECT SITE

The project site is located on the floodplain of the Yuba River, on the south side of the river approximately

10 miles east of Marysville. The Yuba River is north of the project site, Beale Air Force Base is to the south, and
active rice fields and orchards are to the south and west. The project site is characterized by dredge tailing mounds
and dredge ponds. Habitat types at the project site include riparian habitat, open water, and “developed” areas
characterized by dredge tailings. The location and extent of the habitat types in the project area are shown in
Exhibit 3.4-1.

The developed areas of the project site are sparsely vegetated because little soil substrate is available to support
plant growth. Common annual ruderal species include wild oats (Avena fatua), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus),
yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), and field hedge parsley (Torilis arvensis). Isolated upland trees,
including grey pine (Pinus sabiniana), Ponderosa pine (P. ponderosa), and blue oak (Quercus douglasii), occur
sporadically throughout the upland portions of the project area.

Dredge ponds are present throughout the project site. These ponds either are completely unvegetated, and
therefore are classified as open-water habitat, or may support riparian vegetation. In some ponds, marsh species
like tule (Schoenoplectus sp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), and Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor) occur in or along
the pond margins.

Common tree species located in the riparian habitat surrounding the ponds and in depressions with high
groundwater tables include valley oak (Quercus lobata), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), box elder
(Acer negundo), edible fig (Ficus carica), and willow (Salix sp.). Understory plants in the riparian habitat include
Himalayan blackberry, California grape (Vitis californica), blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea),
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis).

Based on previous discussions between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and Western Aggregates, Inc. (Central Valley RWQCB 2000) that are
described in more detail below, the dredge ponds on the project site are not considered waters of the United States
subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA). However, the ponds
contain surface water and qualify as waters of the state, which are subject to permitting requirements under the
State’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.
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On June 21, 2000, the Central Valley RWQCB sent a notice of adoption of updated wastewater discharge
requirements for the Yuba Goldfields to Western Aggregates (Central Valley RWQCB 2000). In this document,
the Central Valley RWQCB enclosed a list of the findings it made at its June 15, 2000, meeting in Order No. 5-
00-107. Finding 13 states that:

... The Corps [USACE], on behalf of the United States, subsequently determined that the ponds and
channels within the Yuba Gold Fields were not jurisdictional waters of the U.S. under the Clean Water
Act (March, July, and November 1995 Corps letters to Cal Sierra, Western, and Teichert respectively and
December 1998 letter to LASER).

Furthermore, finding 16 states:

USEPA [the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency] has reviewed the Goldfields gold dredging
operation and concluded that this operation does not involve a point source discharge to waters of the
U.S. (Development Document for Proposed Effluent Limitations for Placer Mining, EPA440/1-85/061-B,
October 1985). Although [Western Aggregates] does not dredge for gold, it discharges into the same type
of manmade dredger ponds as a gold dredge, and the Board finds that this discharge is not to waters of the
U.S.

The decision to not consider dredge ponds to be waters of the United States subject to CWA jurisdiction is not
isolated to the Yuba Goldfields. The Central Valley RWQCB found that the dredge ponds resulting from mining
operations located immediately to the north of the project site across the Yuba River also do not qualify as
wetlands under CWA Section 404 guidelines. The RWQCB issued a waste discharge requirement permit for
impacts on these ponds on the north side of the river, as they qualified as waters of the state (Central Valley
RWQCB 2010).

The ultimate decision on whether a waterbody is subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA
lies with USACE. USACE uses criteria such as hydrologic connections and connections to interstate commerce to
make a determination.

SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Sensitive biological resources are those resources protected or regulated by federal, state, or local laws and
regulations. Sensitive biological resources include special-status species and sensitive habitats/sensitive natural
communities.

Special-status Species

Special-status species are plants and animals that fall into any of the following categories:
» Species officially listed by the State of California or the federal government as endangered, threatened, or rare
» Candidate species for state or federal listing as endangered or threatened

» Species proposed for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and California Endangered
Species Act (CESA)
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» Taxa (i.e., taxonomic categories or groups) that meet the criteria for listing, even if not currently included on
any list, as described in Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines

» Species identified by CDFW as species of special concern
» Species listed as Fully Protected under the California Fish and Game Code
» Species afforded protection under local or regional planning documents

» Taxa considered by CDFW to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in California” and assigned a California
Rare Plant Rank (CRPR).The CDFW system uses the following five rarity and endangerment ranks to
categorize plant species of concern:

*  CRPR 1A—PIlants presumed to be extinct in California

* CRPR 1B—Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

* CRPR 2A—Plants that are presumed extirpated in California, but are more common elsewhere

* CRPR 2B—Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere
* CRPR 3—Plants about which more information is needed (a review list)

* CRPR 4—Plants of limited distribution (a watch list)

All plants with a CRPR are considered “special plants” by CDFW. The term “special plants” is a broad term used
by CDFW to refer to all of the plant taxa inventoried in the CDFW CNDDB, regardless of their legal or protection
status. Plants ranked as CRPR 1A, 1B, or 2 may qualify as endangered, rare, or threatened species within the
definition of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15380. CDFW recommends, and local governments may require,
that CRPR 1A, 1B, and 2 species be addressed in CEQA projects. In general, CRPR 3 and 4 species do not meet
the definition of endangered, rare, or threatened pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15380; however,
these species may be evaluated by the lead agency on a case-by-case basis to determine significance criteria under
CEQA.

The term “California species of special concern” is applied by CDFW to wildlife that are not listed under the
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) or the California Endangered Species Act but are nonetheless declining at
a rate that could result in listing, or that historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to their
persistence currently exist.

The CNDDB was used as the primary tool for researching the potential occurrence of special-status species and
sensitive habitats in or near the project area. A records search was conducted within 5 miles of the project site
(CDFW 2013). This search revealed records for four special-status plants and 10 special-status wildlife previously
recorded within a 5-mile radius of the project site (Exhibit 3.4-2). The USFWS species list generator for a nine-
guadrangle search centered on the Browns Valley quadrangle (Appendix B) and the USFWS critical habitat
mapper were used as secondary resources. This search yielded five additional special-status wildlife species (not
included in the CNDDB search) and no additional special-status plant species. A total of 19 species were
considered from both the CNDDB and the USFWS database searches. Although no records are recorded near the
project within 5 miles, white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is also discussed below under “Species with Potential
to Be Affected by the Proposed Project” because it is a fully protected species in California that commonly occurs
near the project site. As discussed in separate sections below, five species are addressed and 12 were removed
from consideration.
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Exhibit 3.4-2 CNDDB Special-status Species within 5 Miles of the Project Footprint
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Five special status-species have the potential to occur on the project site: VELB (Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), white tailed Kite, tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), and
Pacific pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata).

Special-status Species with Potential to Be Affected by the Proposed Project

Based on observance of these species in or near the project area and the presence of suitable habitat in the project
area, the following special-status species were found to have potential to be affected by the proposed project.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

VELB is federally listed as threatened. This species is entirely dependent on its host plant, the elderberry shrub,
during its life cycle. Elderberry shrubs are common on the project site. The proposed project has been designed to
avoid impacts on VELB habitat (i.e., elderberry shrubs). As previously mentioned, several surveys were
performed from 2011 to 2013 to map elderberry shrub locations; the design team used this information to choose
an alignment that would not affect elderberry shrubs while still meeting the necessary 100-year flood protection
level. For example, the southern boundary of the western edge of the alignment was shifted northward to avoid a
depression that contains many elderberry shrubs. The final alignment was resurveyed for elderberry shrubs in
February and March 2013, and a follow up survey occurred on October 3, 2013. A total of 26 elderberry shrubs
were mapped within the survey area, which included the alignment and a buffer of 100 feet (see Exhibit 3.4-1). As
described in Section 2.4.5, “Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Protection,” all of these elderberry shrubs would
be avoided and a buffer of 20 feet would be established with orange construction fencing and maintained during
construction around each shrub within 100 feet of borrow and fill areas.

Swainson’s Hawk

Swainson’s hawk, which is state listed as threatened, was observed by AECOM biologists flying over the project
site during surveys conducted in 2012. Several nest records for this species have been documented in the CNDDB
within 5 miles of the project site. Swainson’s hawk most often nest in mature riparian trees or in isolated mature
trees adjacent to agricultural operations or open grasslands. They are most often found near alfalfa fields because
this perennial crop provides habitat for small mammals, such as voles, which provide a key component of their
diet while they are in California. The project site does not support likely foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk;
the site is sparsely vegetated with nonnative annual plants, so populations of small mammals are likely to be low.
The trees at the western end of the project site contain suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk. Although
there are no alfalfa fields immediately adjacent to these trees, open foraging habitat with few trees is present to the
south at Beale Air Force Base.

White-tailed Kite

Moderate potential exists for white-tailed kite, a fully protected species in California, to nest on the project site.
There is no CNDDB record for white-tailed kite within 5 miles of the project site, but this species commonly
nests in riparian trees throughout the Central Valley, and the project site contains suitable nesting habitat. Like
Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite forages primarily on small mammals; as mentioned previously, the project site
is unlikely to support large populations of small mammals based on the low density of vegetation.
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Tricolored Blackbird

Low to moderate potential exists for tricolored blackbird, a California species of special concern, to nest on the
project site. Several CNDDB records of this species occur near the project site; however, the majority of these
records are from the 1930s and the colonies are possibly extirpated. The closest nesting colony that is presumed
extant is located across the Yuba River to the northeast (occurrence number 58). Some of the dredge ponds and
depressions between tailing mounds within the Yuba goldfields contain dense willows and/or support emergent
vegetation along their edges that could potentially support a nesting colony of tricolored blackbird; however, very
little suitable habitat exists in or near the project site.

Pacific Pond Turtle

High potential exists for Pacific pond turtle, a species of special concern in California, to occur on the project site.
An AECOM biologist observed a Pacific pond turtle in a dredge pond within the Goldfields immediately adjacent
to the project site during the reconnaissance-level survey on August 8, 2013, and there isa CNDDB record of the
species occurring in a pond 0.21 mile east of the project site within the Goldfields. Pacific pond turtle inhabits
ponds and slow-moving streams with basking sites and travels through upland areas to move to other ponds. It
nests in loose substrate near aquatic habitat from April to August, sometimes laying two clutches
(CaliforniaHerps.com 2013).

Special-status Species within 5 Miles of the Project Area that Were Dismissed from
Consideration

Occurrences of the following four plant and 10 wildlife species within 5 miles of the project area were found in
the CNDDB and/or the USFWS databases, but these species were found to lack the potential to be affected by the
proposed project.

Plants

None of the special-status plant species previously recorded in the CNDDB within 5 miles of the project area are
likely to occur on the project site because the site is highly disturbed as the result of a long history of mining
operations and does not support suitable habitat for these species. Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla, CRPR
2B) and legenere (Legenere limosa, CRPR 1B) are vernal pool species and the project site does not support vernal
pool habitat. Historical CNDDB records from the project vicinity of veiny monardella (Monardella venosa,
CRPR 1B) and Hartweg’s golden sunburst (Pseudobahia bahiifolia, state listed and federally listed as
endangered, CRPR 1B) are extirpated or presumed extirpated, and their habitats (cismontane woodland and
grassland) do not occur on the project site. No special-status plants are expected to occur on the project site.

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp, Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp, and Conservancy Fairy Shrimp

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), federally listed as threatened, vernal pool tadpole shrimp
(Lepidurus packardi), federally listed as endangered, and conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservatio),
federally listed as endangered, are vernal pool invertebrates that are known to occur in vernal pools within the
project vicinity; however, these species are not expected to occur on the project site because of the lack of suitable
habitat.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 3.4-9 Environmental Checklist



Giant Garter Snake

Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), which is federally and state listed as threatened, is contained on the
potential species list for the USFWS nine-quadrangle search; however, the nearest CNDDB occurrence is

13 miles to the west. Giant garter snakes inhabit perennial streams and irrigation ditches with emergent vegetation
growing along the banks. This habitat is absent from the project site; therefore, the species in not expected to
occur.

California Red-legged Frog

California red legged frog (Rana draytonii) (CRLF), which is federally listed as threatened and a species of
special concern in California, is also included on the USFWS nine-quadrangle search; however, there are no
CRLF occurrences within the project vicinity in the CNDDB, and all the ponds on the project site were artificially
constructed. Furthermore, the dredge ponds contain bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), an avid CRLF predator that
thrives in permanently inundated waters. Therefore, CRLF are not expected to occur on the project site.

California Black Rail

The California black rail, a species state listed as threatened, is found in the region throughout the year but is most
susceptible to disturbance during its breeding season (March-July). There are several CNDDB records for
California black rail in the project vicinity. The habitat on the project site that could potentially support black rail
is of poor quality for this species. Black rails found in the foothills typically inhabit large, shallow (greater than
0.25 acre and less than 1 foot deep), permanently inundated water features with gentle slopes and dense emergent
vegetation (Richmond et al. 2010). The water features on the project site are characterized by steep slopes,
unevenly vegetated pond margins, and deep water. This species is not expected to occur on the project site
because of the lack of suitable habitat.

Burrowing Owl

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), a species of special concern in California, is unlikely to occur on the project
site because there is poor quality foraging habitat and a lack of suitable burrows. Creating burrows in the cobble
substrate on the project site would be difficult for fossorial mammals. No California ground squirrels
(Otospermophilus beecheyi), which commonly create the burrows used by burrowing owls, were observed during
the reconnaissance-level survey in 2013 and on many previous surveys conducted within or near the project site in
2012-2013.

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), which is a candidate species for federal listing
and state listed as endangered, is unlikely to occur on the project site because it inhabits mature riparian forest
with dense understory and the project site does not support this type of mature riparian habitat.

Central Valley Steelhead Distinct Population Segment, Central Valley Chinook Salmon Evolutionarily
Significant Unit, Winter-Run Chinook Salmon, and Late-Fall Run Chinook Salmon

The Yuba River is designated critical habitat for steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and Chinook salmon
(O. tshawytscha). The Central Valley steelhead Distinct Population Segment is federally listed as threatened. The
legal status of Chinook salmon varies among different Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) the Central Valley
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Chinook salmon ESU is federally and state listed as threatened; the winter-run Chinook salmon is federally listed
as endangered; and the fall-run Chinook salmon is state listed as a species of concern. Surface water from the
dredge ponds in the west side of the Goldfields flows through an unnamed drain into the Yuba River. It is possible
that errant adult steelhead or Chinook salmon may swim up the unnamed drain and enter the first holding pond
located near the Yuba River; however, it is highly unlikely that these fish would continue through a series of
culverts and reach the project site. At normal groundwater levels there is no direct connection between the
unnamed drain to the project site; at high flows, the shortest path to the project site would be nearly 3 miles long.

Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive habitats are those that are of special concern to resource agencies or are afforded specific consideration
through CEQA, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, Section 404 of the CWA, and the state’s
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Sensitive habitat may be of special concern to these agencies and
conservation organizations for a variety of reasons, including their locally or regionally declining status, or
because they provide important habitat to common and special-status species.

CDFW maintains a list of plant communities that are native to California. On that list, CDFW identifies special-
status plant communities (aka sensitive natural communities), which it defines as communities that are of limited
distribution statewide or within a county or region and are often vulnerable to environmental effects of projects.
These communities may or may not contain special-status species or their habitat. Special-status plant
communities are tracked in the CNDDB.

Riparian forest and scrub are typically considered sensitive habitats. Thin strips of riparian vegetation occur at the
periphery of the dredge ponds (Exhibit 3.4-1). Some of the depressions between tailing mounds contain no
permanent surface water but still support riparian vegetation. An example is found in the wooded area in the
western portion of the project area. This area contains sparse understory plants and semi-mature trees normally
associated with riparian areas in the Central Valley, including valley oak and Fremont cottonwood. The species
composition and structure of vegetation in this depression is identical to bench areas associated with major river
systems in the Central Valley and the area supports the nests of many avian species that are common along river
corridors. Riparian areas at the north end of the project site are more closely associated with surface water and
contain dense understory. There is a total of 5.517 acres of riparian habitat within fill areas on the project site.
Riparian habitat in other areas within the project site will be avoided.

3.4.2 DISCUSSION

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

SPECIAL-STATUS PLANTS

No Impact. The project site does not support suitable habitat for special-status plants and none are expected to
occur. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMALS

The proposed project has the potential to adversely affect five special-status animals known from or with potential
to occur on the project site: VELB, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed Kite, tricolored blackbird, and Pacific pond
turtle. The impact on each species is addressed separately below.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

Less-than-Significant Impact. Elderberry shrubs are located within 100 feet of the project site. However, as
described in Section 2.4.5, “Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Habitat Protection,” construction of the 100-year
embankment would avoid elderberry shrubs within 100 feet of borrow and fill areas and a 20-foot buffer would be
established and maintained around each shrub with construction fencing. In addition, signage would be erected in
avoidance areas explaining that disturbance of this habitat would be a violation of the ESA and a punishable
offense. . Because construction of the embankment would avoid disturbance to VELB habitat and a buffer of

20 feet would be maintained during the course of construction, impacts to VELB would be less than significant.

Nesting and Special-Status Birds

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Three special-status bird species—Swainson’s
hawk, white-tailed kite, and tricolored blackbird—could nest on or near the project site. In addition to these
special-status bird species, several common raptor species could nest in the project vicinity. The nests of all raptor
species are protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code and the nests of most bird
species found in California are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. Nest disturbance resulting
from project construction has the potential to cause nest abandonment or the loss of eggs or chicks as a result of
reduced parental care. The proposed project would remove riparian habitat near the western edge of the project
area that includes suitable nest trees for Swainson’s hawk and other raptors. In addition, the riparian and marsh
habitats that occur along the edges of some of the dredge ponds provide suitable nesting habitat for migratory bird
species. Loss of a nest for special-status bird species or loss of a raptor nest caused by disturbance during project
construction would be a significant impact. In addition, loss of nests of other migratory birds could also be
significant. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a: Develop and Implement Worker Environmental Awareness Program.

TRLIA will develop and implement a worker environmental awareness program (WEAP) in coordination with a
qualified biologist, and all personnel involved in project implementation will be trained before starting work in the
project area. The WEAP will include relevant identification, habitat, and life history information regarding the sensitive
species and habitats on-site, and will provide relevant regulatory information to explain why the training is necessary.
The WEAP will discuss appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for each species that has the potential to
occur on the project site and will outline what to do and whom to contact if any protected species is encountered.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1b: Remove Riparian and Marsh Vegetation between September 16 and January 31 if
Possible to Avoid Affecting Active Bird Nests.

TRLIA will attempt to time the removal of riparian and marsh vegetation to occur between September 16 and January
31, outside of the nesting season of special-status and migratory bird species. If all vegetation removal occurs at
these times outside of the nesting season of special-status and migratory birds, no further mitigation for these
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species will be necessary. If vegetation cannot be removed outside of the nesting season, TRLIA will implement the
additional measures outlined below.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1c: Conduct Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk and Other Nesting Raptors and, if Found,
Implement Avoidance Measures.

If project activity is scheduled to occur during the raptor nesting season (February 1-September 15), focused surveys
for Swainson’s hawk will be conducted in accordance with Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s
Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000). Other
raptors, including white-tailed kite and non-special-status raptors, will also be included because their nesting habitat
is similar to that of Swainson’s hawk.

Surveys for raptors will be conducted by a qualified biologist before the start of project construction to identify active
nests on the project site and in the vicinity. Surveys for Swainson’s hawk nests will include all accessible areas of
suitable nesting habitat located within 0.25 mile of the project site. Surveys for other raptors will include accessible
Suitable nesting habitat located within 500 feet of the areas where construction would occur. If no active nests are
found, no further mitigation will be required.

If active Swainson’s hawk nests are located, TRLIA will maintain a buffer of 0.25 mile or consult with CDFW to
determine appropriate buffers. If nests of other raptor species are found during the surveys, appropriate buffers will
be established by a CDFW-authorized biologist to minimize impacts. No project activity will commence in the buffer
area until a qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer active. The size of the buffers may be adjusted,
depending on the project activity and stage of the nest, if a qualified biologist determines that activity within a reduced
buffer would not be likely to adversely affect the adults or their young.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1d: Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Tricolored Blackbird if Vegetation
will be Removed during the Nesting Season (March 15 to August 15) for the Species.

Within 30 days of project construction, a qualified biologist will conduct a focused survey for breeding tricolored
blackbirds within suitable habitat on the project site. If no breeding tricolored blackbirds are found, the results of the
survey will be documented in a memorandum to TRLIA and no further action will be necessary.

If any breeding colony of tricolored blackbirds is documented, an appropriate buffer of up to 500 feet will be
established around the colony, depending on site-specific conditions at the discretion of a qualified biologist, and any
construction-related activities will be excluded from the buffer until the end of the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1e: Conduct Preconstruction Nesting Bird Survey before Removal of Potential
Nesting Habitat within the Nesting Season.

A qualified biologist will conduct a preconstruction survey no longer than 1 week before the removal of riparian
vegetation and emergent marsh vegetation occurring within the nesting season (February 1-September 15) to avoid
impacts on nesting birds. If an active nest is located during the preconstruction survey, an appropriate buffer will be
determined by the biologist. The no-disturbance buffer will be observed until it has been determined that the nest is
no longer active.
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Implementing Mitigation Measures 3.4-2a through 3.4-2e would reduce the potentially significant impact of the
proposed project on nesting and special-status birds to a less-than-significant level because workers would be
trained on how to avoid and minimize effects on nesting and special-status birds, and construction would be timed
to avoid the nesting season or surveys would be conducted and appropriate buffers would be established before
the start of construction.

Pacific Pond Turtle

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Pacific pond turtles may occur in the dredge
ponds and in uplands surrounding the ponds that would be disturbed as part of construction. Implementing the
proposed project could result in mortality of Pacific pond turtles, if any are present. This impact would be
potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1f: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a.
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1g: Avoid Impacts on Pacific Pond Turtle.

Within 15-30 days of construction, a qualified biologist retained by TRLIA will conduct a preconstruction survey to
determine whether Pacific pond turtles are present within the aquatic habitat on the project site. Any turtle
encountered on the project site will be relocated to an appropriate area within the Yuba Goldfields by a qualified
biologist before the start of project construction.

Implementing Mitigation Measures 3.4-1f and 3.4-1g would reduce the potentially significant impact of the
proposed project on Pacific pond turtle to a less-than-significant level because workers would be trained on how
to avoid and minimize effects on Pacific pond turtle, and turtles encountered on the project site would be moved
before the start of construction.

b) 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 Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would not affect the bed or
bank of streams or lakes or contribute material to any stream or lake because the project site is separated from the
surrounding areas, including the Yuba River, by dredge tailing mounds. The dredge ponds on the project site are
human-made features; however, some of the ponds and depressions between tailing mounds contain vegetation
that is normally associated with riparian communities. These stands of vegetation provide similar functions and
values as riparian vegetation associated with natural streams and are treated as riparian habitat in this document.
Riparian forest and scrub found within the project site qualify as sensitive natural communities.

Of the 20.55 acres of riparian habitat present within the proposed project site, 5.517 acres are located within fill
areas and would be impacted. Therefore, the calculated long-term loss of riparian habitat resulting from
implementation of the proposed project would be approximately 5.517 acres of riparian habitat. This impact
would be potentially significant.
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Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Minimize Impacts on Riparian Habitat during Construction and Replace Any
Affected Riparian Habitat.

TRLIA will minimize impacts on riparian habitat during project construction whenever possible. This may be
accomplished by placing protective construction fencing around areas of riparian vegetation to be preserved and
including information about this sensitive community in the WEAP training described in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a.

For those impacts on riparian habitat that are unavoidable, TRLIA will replace the riparian habitat lost in kind (i.e., will
replace willow scrub with willow scrub and riparian forest with riparian forest) at a 1:1 replacement ratio, based on the
acreage affected. Replacement planting would occur on-site (if feasible), or on other suitable sites near the project
site. Replacement plantings will be maintained until well established and able to survive on their own and will be
placed in an area that is protected from future impacts, such as an approved mitigation bank or areas owned by
TRLIA and maintained for long-term habitat protection.

Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 would reduce the potentially significant impact of the proposed project
on riparian habitat to a less-than-significant level because riparian habitat would be avoided or replaced in kind
and maintained until established.

C) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The proposed project would not have a substantially adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
because no federally protected wetlands subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA are present
on the project site, as discussed above in Section 3.4.1, “Environmental Setting.”

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less-than-Significant Impact. A wildlife corridor is generally a topographical or landscape feature, or
movement area, that connects two open-space habitat parcels that otherwise would be entirely fragmented or
isolated from one another. A variety of wildlife species may use the project site, but the site does not function as a
known or major migratory corridor. Project construction and operation would not substantially interfere with the
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, nor would the project impede the use of wildlife nursery sites. Any wildlife moving through the
area would be able to use adjacent open-space areas, including during construction. Therefore, this impact would
be less than significant.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The proposed project would be constructed in partnership by TRLIA and Western Aggregates on
property that is privately owned by Western Aggregates and is subject to the Yuba County Ordinance Code;
however, there are no tree ordinances within the county’s Ordinance Code that apply to this project (Yuba County
2011). Yuba County adopted the Yuba County Voluntary Individual Oak and Oak Woodland Management Plan
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and Landowner Guidelines on December 13, 2005 (YCRCD 2013); however, private landowners are not required
to comply. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any local ordinances. No impact would occur.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any provisions of an adopted HCP, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state HCP. Yuba and Sutter Counties, in collaboration
with CDFW, USFWS, and the National Marine Fisheries Service, are developing a regional conservation plan
that will be a joint federal natural community conservation plan and state HCP; however, the plan has not yet
been approved. Coverage of flood control projects is not recommended for consideration in the regional
conservation plan. Therefore, no conflict exists, and no impact would occur.
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

V. Cultural Resources. Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] X ]
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] X ] ]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique ] ] X ]
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] X ] ]

outside of formal cemeteries?

3.5.1 REGULATORY SETTING

CULTURAL RESOURCES

CEQA broadly defines cultural or historical resources. Cultural resources can include traces of prehistoric
habitation and activities, historic-era sites and materials, and places used for traditional Native American
observances or places with special cultural significance. In general, any trace of human activity more than 50
years in age must be considered a cultural resource.

CEQA states that if a project would have significant impacts on important cultural resources, then alternative
plans or mitigation measures must be considered. However, only significant cultural resources (termed “historical
resources”) need to be addressed. The State CEQA Guidelines define a historical resource as a resource listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (California Public Resources Code,
Section 5024.1). A resource may be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR if it:

(1) is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s
history and cultural heritage;

(2) is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

(3) embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents
the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

(4) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The State CEQA Guidelines also require consideration of unique archaeological resources (Section 15064.5). As
used in the Public Resources Code (Section 21083.2), the term “unique archaeological resource” means an
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archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to
the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is a
demonstrable public interest in that information

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its
type

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, resources eligible for listing in the CRHR must retain
enough of their historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the
reasons for their significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association (California Office of Historic Preservation 1999:69-70).

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Professional Paleontological Standards

The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) (1995, 1996), a national scientific organization of professional
vertebrate paleontologists, has established standard guidelines. These guidelines outline acceptable professional
practices in the conduct of paleontological resource assessments and surveys, monitoring and mitigation, data and
fossil recovery, sampling procedures, specimen preparation, analysis, and curation. Most practicing professional
paleontologists in the nation adhere to SVP assessment, mitigation, and monitoring requirements, as specifically
spelled out in its standard guidelines.

3.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
CULTURAL RESOURCES

Prehistoric Setting

The archaeology of Yuba County is included in the broad framework established by archaeologists for the
Sacramento Valley. Although human occupation of the northern Sacramento Valley may extend back 10,000
years or more, reliable evidence of the presence of such an early human presence is lacking. Early archaeological
sites bearing evidence of these Paleo-Indian populations may be present in the valley but deeply buried under
alluvium (Moratto 1984). The following summary of the prehistoric cultural sequence is drawn primarily from
Moratto (1984).

Reliable evidence of early occupation in the northern Sacramento Valley dates after 8,000 years before present
(B.P.) The Borax Lake Pattern of the Lower Archaic Period (8000-5000 B.P.) is defined by certain material items
such as wide-stemmed projectile points, hand-stones, milling stones, and bowl mortars. The Late Borax Lake
Pattern, which archaeologists date to the Middle Archaic Period (5000-2500 B.P.), represents a continuation of
the earlier Borax Lake Pattern. Late Borax Lake is distinguished from the earlier manifestation by a greater
diversity of projectile point types and the use of the spear thrower (atl-atl).
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During the Upper Archaic Period (2500-1500 B.P.), early cultures of the Sacramento Valley exhibited a shift to
predominant use of mortars and pestles instead of hand-stones and milling stones. This change may reflect an
increased reliance on acorns as a staple food by the valley’s indigenous population.

The Emergent Period (1500-200 B.P.) in Sacramento Valley prehistory is represented by the Shasta Aspect of the
Augustine Pattern. Shasta Aspect archaeological sites are typically located near watercourses, contain
semisubterranean dwellings and new artifact types, and reflect a hunting and gathering economy focused on acorn
procurement. Moratto (1984) proposed that the Shasta Aspect represents the influence and intrusion of peoples
from farther north in California. Toward the end of this period, extensive Euro-American influences began to
adversely affect native cultures throughout California.

Ethnographic Setting

The project area is situated within the territory occupied and used by the Nisenan, or Southern Maidu. Their
territory encompassed the Bear, Yuba, Sacramento, and American River basins. The western boundary of Nisenan
territory was the west bank of the Sacramento River. The eastern boundary was “the line in the Sierra Nevada
mountains where the snow lay on the ground all winter” (Littlejohn 1928:13). The language of the Nisenan, which
includes several dialects, is classified within the Maiduan family of the Penutian linguistic stock (Kroeber 1925;
Shipley 1978).

The subsistence of the Nisenan consisted of fish, deer, and acorns and was supplemented by a vast array of small
mammals, avian game, nuts, seeds, roots, and berries (Wilson and Towne 1978:389). The acorn crop from the
blue oak (Quercus douglasii) and black oak (Q. kelloggii) was so carefully managed that its management served
as the equivalent of agriculture. Acorns could be stored in anticipation of winter shortfalls in resource abundance.

Nisenan settlement locations depended primarily on elevation, exposure, and proximity to water and other
resources. Permanent villages were usually located on low rises along major watercourses. Wilson and Towne
(1978) indicate that village size ranged from three to 40 or 50 houses. During expeditions in 1833, Work (in
Maloney 1944) indicated that these villages along the Feather River were composed of as many as 200
individuals. Houses were domed structures covered with earth and tule or grass and measured 10-15 feet in
diameter. Brush shelters were used in summer and at temporary camps during food-gathering rounds. Larger
villages often had semisubterranean dance houses that were covered in earth and tule or brush and had a central
smoke hole at the top and an east-facing entrance. According to the accounts of an informant documented by
Kroeber (1929), excluding the American River, there were 57 villages on the Sacramento and Feather Rivers from
the northern boundary of the Patwin on the Sacramento, and from just below Oroville on the Feather, to a point 4
miles below the city of Sacramento. Given the number of villages and tribelets, an estimate of well over 10,000
Nisenan inhabited this area before contact.

Before the discovery of gold within the Nisenan territory, an epidemic—possibly malaria—swept through the
Sacramento Valley, leaving devastation in its wake. John Work’s California Expedition, 1832-1833, for the
Hudson’s Bay Company was said to have been “heavily infested” with malaria (Cook 1955:316). Work (in
Maloney 1944:132) notes the depopulation of the lower Feather River villages caused by disease, which afflicted
the natives throughout the whole interior valley:

...The villages which were so populous and swarming with inhabitants when we passed that way in Jary
[January] or Febry [February] last seem now almost deserted & have a desolate appearance. The few
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wretched Indians who remain seem wretched they are lying apparently scarcely able to move, It is not
starvation as they have considerable quantities of their winter stock of acorns still remaining. We are
unable to learn the malady or its cause. | have given the people orders to avoid approaching the villages
lest it be infectious.

Historic-Era Setting

Beginning in 1849, prospectors and entrepreneurs overran the streams of the Sierra Nevada in search of riches.
Miners initially established their claims and workings on watercourses, and then gradually worked back from the
flats adjacent to streams, ridges, and hillsides. By 1857, hydraulic mining began to replace the smaller scale placer
methods, and extracting placer gold was no longer restricted to the immediate stream channel and bars. Debris
from hydraulic operations destroyed or buried many of the older mining camps (Hoover et al. 1990). With the
exception of Arcadia Publishing Company’s book on Hammonton and Marigold (Criddle and Criddle 2007) and a
Huell Howser broadcast from the Goldfields in 2005 (see Massey 2005), these mine tailings have not been
formally documented.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Geologic Setting

The project site is located along the lower Yuba River just as the river exits a bedrock canyon within the Sierra
Nevada foothills. As discussed in the Goldfields Geotechnical Studies Report (ENGEO 2013:5-6, Figure A3), the
Yuba River has been transporting sediment to the Great Valley for millions of years. As the river exited the
confined canyon, it fanned out into different channel alignments where coarse-grained sediments and gold were
deposited. Before mining activities occurred in the 1800s and 1900s, the project site was composed of the
Modesto, Riverbank, and Laguna Formations (ENGEO 2013:Figure A3), which consisted of interbedded gravel,
sand, and silt (Helley and Harwood 1985). The bedrock canyon east of the project site is mapped as Jurassic-age
volcanic rocks that are also present on the project site at Daguerre Point, just south of Daguerre Point Dam.

In 1904, bucket-line dredge mining began on what is now the project site. Large floating dredges excavated into
the hydraulic mine sediment and natural deposits to extract the fine gold embedded in the gravel and sand. These
dredges excavated to depths of 60-140 feet, processed the sediments to extract gold, and deposited the tailings in
linear piles via conveyor belts. Typically, material measuring greater than 1/4 inch was screened and cast off the
main conveyor, while material measuring less than 1/4 inch was sluiced for gold and dropped out a lower
conveyor. The dredging created enormous piles of granular tailings, consisting mostly of sand, gravel, and cobble,
that are located throughout the project site. As dredge mining technology and techniques advanced, dredges were
able to excavate deeper, which caused some areas to be re-dredged two or three times to extract gold from the
deeper undisturbed sediments.

As a result of the dredging process, which has taken place for more than 100 years, the project site consists almost
entirely of completely disturbed loose gravel, cobble, and sand with isolated areas of slickens and a labyrinth of
waterways. Western Aggregates and Cal Sierra Development, Inc., continue to actively mine for gold and
aggregate at the project site, with excavation depths that reach 125-140 feet. (ENGEO 2013:6-11.)
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3.5.3 METHODS
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Study Methodology

Methods employed for this project consisted of a records search and Native American consultation. In
conjunction with historic and prehistoric overviews, previous investigations and historic maps provide
background information that may be used to assess the cultural sensitivity and types of sites that may be located
within the project area. A field survey was not conducted as access to the proposed project site was not granted
by the landowner.

Records Search and Literature Review

AECOM conducted a records search for pertinent cultural resources information curated by the California
Historical Resources Information System at the North Central Information Center (NCIC), California State
University, Sacramento. The records search included but was not necessarily restricted to a review of select
publications and properties listed in the following sources:

» National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historic Resources (2006)
» California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976)

» State Historic Landmarks (1992 and updates)

» General Land Office Plat Map of Township 15 North, Range 4 East (GLO 1860)

» Historic Map, Browns Valley Quadrangle (USGS 1911)

» Historic Map, Mines and Prospects of Yuba County (CDMG 1952)

The files maintained at the NCIC contain information about archaeological investigations that have already been
conducted near or within the project area. Two studies have been conducted within one-quarter mile of the project
site (the buffer area included in the cultural resources study area) (Farber 1991, HDR/DTA 2010).

Native American Consultation

In addition to the NCIC records search, a letter of inquiry was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) asking for a review of the Sacred Lands files and for a list of individuals or groups with knowledge of
areas of cultural sensitivity that may be located in the project area. The response from the NAHC indicated that
there are no known Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. In addition, the NAHC
provided a list of individuals or tribes that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the area. A letter of
inquiry was mailed to those individuals on August 21, 2013. Marcos Guerrero, Cultural Resources Manager of
the United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, responded via email and inquired as to the
ethnographic and historic background information. No other responses have been received to date.

Cultural Resources within the Study Area

No previously recorded historic resources have been identified within the project’s one-quarter-mile buffer area.
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Study Methodology

Methods employed for this project consisted of background research, literature review, and a records search to
develop a baseline paleontological resource inventory, and assess the paleontological sensitivity of the project
site, or the likelihood of the project site to contain unique paleontological resources.

Paleontological Resource Inventory

Background research was conducted to develop a baseline paleontological resource inventory of the project site
and establish the paleontological sensitivity of each geologic unit present there. Each geologic formation exposed
within the project site was assigned a paleontological sensitivity, based on the number of previously recorded
fossil sites from that unit and the scientific importance of the fossil remains recorded. These methods are
consistent with SVP 1995 guidelines for assessing the importance of paleontological resources.

Geologic maps and both published and unpublished geological and paleontological literature covering the project
site’s bedrock and surficial geology were reviewed. The purpose of the review was to determine the exposed and
subsurface rock units, assess the potential paleontological productivity of each rock unit, and delineate their
respective areal distribution in the project area. The number and location of previously recorded fossil sites from
rock units exposed within the project site and the types of fossil remains produced by each rock unit were
evaluated based on the available literature.

The literature review was supplemented by a records search from the University of California, Berkeley Museum
of Paleontology (UCMP) on August 13, 2013.

Because of the low likelihood that the dredge tailings would contain unique paleontological resources (as
discussed below), a field survey was not conducted.

Paleontological Resources Assessment by Rock Unit

The results of a paleontological records search at the UCMP (2013) indicated that there are no recorded vertebrate
fossil localities in Yuba County. However, Pleistocene-age vertebrate fossils have been recorded from several
localities in Sutter County, including the Sutter Buttes (locality VV-4043, approximately 15 miles west of the
project site), and two localities approximately 10 miles southwest of the project site (localities V-3915 and
V-6426).

The dredge tailings at the project site are composed of sand, gravel, and cobbles originally derived from the
Pleistocene-age Modesto and Riverbank Formations, and the Pliocene-age Laguna Formation. The Modesto and
Riverbank Formations are known to be paleontologically sensitive, because thousands of vertebrate fossils have
been recovered from these formations throughout the Central Valley. However, these formations have been
previously excavated at the project site, in some cases up to three different times over the last 100 years, to depths
of up to 140 feet. The mechanical nature of the dredging process would likely have destroyed any vertebrate
fossils that may have been present before the mining activities began. Therefore, the dredge tailings are
considered to be of low paleontological sensitivity.
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Paleontological Resources Evaluation

The project’s potential impacts on paleontological resources were evaluated using the significance criteria set
forth in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Those criteria state that a project would have a significant
impact on paleontological resources if it would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site. For the purposes of this analysis, a unique resource or site is one that is considered significant under the
following professional paleontological standards.

A paleontologically important rock unit is one that (1) has a high potential paleontological productivity rating and
(2) is known to have produced unique, scientifically important fossils. The potential paleontological productivity
rating of a rock unit exposed at the project site refers to the abundance/densities of fossil specimens and/or
previously recorded fossil sites in exposures of the unit. Exposures of a specific rock unit at the project site are
most likely to yield fossil remains representing particular species in quantities or densities similar to those
previously recorded from the unit in other locations.

An individual vertebrate fossil specimen may be considered unique or significant if it is identifiable and well
preserved, and it meets one of the following criteria:

» Atype specimen (i.e., the individual from which a species or subspecies has been described)
» A member of a rare species

» A species that is part of a diverse assemblage (i.e., a site where more than one fossil has been discovered)
wherein other species are also identifiable, and important information regarding life history of individuals can
be drawn

» A skeletal element different from, or a specimen more complete than, those now available for its species
» A complete specimen (i.e., all or substantially all of the entire skeleton is present)

The value or importance of different fossil groups varies depending on the age and depositional environment of
the rock unit that contains the fossils, their rarity, the extent to which they have already been identified and
documented, and the ability to recover similar materials under more controlled conditions (such as for a research
project). Marine invertebrates are generally common; the fossil record is well developed and well documented,
and they would generally not be considered a unique paleontological resource. Identifiable vertebrate marine and
terrestrial fossils are generally considered scientifically important because they are relatively rare.

354 DiscussION

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?

Less-than-Significant. Portions of the land composing the project area were dredged as early as the first and
second decades of the 20th century (Aubury 1910; Waring 1919) and as late as the 1980s (Ramirez, pers. comm.,
2013). It is possible that some of the land was re-dredged one or more times, as new machines with longer
digging ladders were developed to reach deeper deposits as early as the 1910s (O’Brien 1952:150-151). The early
and late tailings have become mixed together. The Goldfields are being substantially affected by the process of
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aggregate and silica mining, and will continue to be substantially affected in the future. Because the proposed
project would affect approximately 2.1 miles of hundreds of miles of dredge tailings in the Goldfields, this impact
is considered to be less than significant.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The cultural resource investigation conducted for
the project included archival research and coordination with Native Americans. Archival research identified two
previous cultural resources studies conducted within the one-quarter-mile search radius, and one on the project
site. No historic-era archaeological sites were recorded within the one-quarter-mile search radius of the project
site.

Consultation with the NAHC identified no Native American resources in the immediate project area that are listed
on the Sacred Lands file and no Native American contact provided by the NAHC has responded to inquiries
regarding the potential for Native American resources in the project area.

No new or previously recorded archaeological resources were identified. However, project earth-moving activities
have the potential to inadvertently damage or destroy previously unknown subsurface cultural resources.
Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Immediately Halt Construction Activities If Cultural Resources Are Encountered.

If archaeological resources are encountered during project-related ground-disturbing activities (e.g., unusual amounts
of shell, midden, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, or structure/building remains), all work within 100 feet of the
find shall cease until the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If the archaeologist determines that the
resources are significant, the archaeologist shall notify TRLIA and the resource shall be avoided if feasible.

Preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts on an archaeological site and may be
accomplished by planning construction to avoid archaeological sites; covering archaeological sites, or deeding a site
into a permanent conservation easement. If avoidance is infeasible, a treatment plan that documents the research
approach and methods for data recovery shall be prepared and implemented in consultation with TRLIA, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (if appropriate), and the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and with appropriate
Native American representatives if the resources are prehistoric or Native American in nature. Work may proceed on
other parts of the project area while treatment is being carried out.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 would reduce project impacts on archaeological resources to a less-
than-significant level because it requires that procedures be followed in case of the inadvertent discovery of
archaeological resources during construction to avoid disturbing the site or to recover the available archaeological
data from the site.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unigue paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Before mining activities began in the 1800s, the project site was underlain by the
Modesto, Riverbank, and Laguna Formations (ENGEO 2013:5-6). The Modesto and Riverbank Formations are
paleontologically sensitive. However, the project site has been extensively and repeatedly mined over the last 100
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years, to depths of up to 140 feet. The mechanical nature of the dredging activities would likely have destroyed
any vertebrate fossils that originally may have been present. Therefore, construction-related earth-moving
activities at the project site are unlikely to damage or destroy unique paleontological resources. This impact would
be less than significant.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No evidence of human remains was found in
documentary research, and dredging activities have affected the project area extensively without the discovery of
intact human remains to date. However, the potential for future ground-disturbing activities on the project site to
adversely affect presently unknown prehistoric burials still exists, although the likelihood is very low because of
previous and ongoing dredging activities. California law recognizes the need to protect interred human remains,
particularly Native American burials and associated items of patrimony, from vandalism and inadvertent
destruction. In light of the potential to uncover unknown or undocumented Native American burials, this impact
would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: Inmediately Halt Construction Activities if Any Human Remains Are Discovered.

TRLIA will follow the procedures for the treatment of discovered human remains that are contained in Sections
7050.5 and 7052 of the California Health and Safety Code and Section 5097 of the California Public Resources
Code. In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during ground-
disturbing activities, all such activities within 75 feet of the find will be halted immediately and TRLIA or its designated
representative will be notified. TRLIA will immediately notify the county coroner and a qualified professional
archaeologist. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving
notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines
that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of
making that determination (Health and Safety Code, Section 7050[c]). TRLIA’s responsibilities for acting upon
notification of a discovery of Native American human remains are identified in detail in Section 5097.9 of the
California Public Resources Code. TRLIA or its appointed representative and the professional archaeologist will
consult with a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) identified by the NAHC regarding the removal or preservation and
avoidance of the remains, and will determine whether additional burials could be present in the vicinity.

Assuming that an agreement could be reached between the MLD and TRLIA or its representative with the
assistance of the archaeologist, these steps would minimize or eliminate adverse impacts on the uncovered human
remains. Thus, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 would reduce the potentially significant impact of the
proposed project on any human remains that may be uncovered to a less-than-significant level.
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

VI. Geology and Soils. Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as Ol ] X ]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
California Geological Survey Special
Publication 42.)

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] L] X ]
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including ] ] X ]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? U] Il X L]
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of ] X ] ]
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, ] ] X ]
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- ] ] X ]
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as
updated), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the ] ] ] X

use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

3.6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located along the margin of the Great Valley and Sierra Nevada geomorphic provinces. The
Great Valley consists of an elongated structural trough that has been filled with a sequence of sedimentary
deposits ranging from Jurassic to recent in age. The Sierra Nevada, located east of the project site, is a fault-block
mountain range trending generally north northwest along the eastern portion of California.

Before mining activities occurred in the 1800s and 1900s, the project site was composed of the Laguna, Modesto,
and Riverbank Formations (ENGEO 2013:Figure A3). Jurassic-age volcanic rocks are also present on the project
site at Daguerre Point, just south of Daguerre Point Dam.
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Dredge mining for gold has occurred at the project site for more than 100 years and continues today. The
dredging activities have resulted in large mounds up to 90 feet high, consisting mostly of sand, gravel, and cobble,
that are located throughout the project site. The dredge piles are typically linear tailings mounds with side slopes
that range from 3:1 (horizontal:vertical) to 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) toward the edges. Volcanic bedrock outcrops
with a relatively thin veneer of native fine-grained soil are present in the Daguerre Point area just south of
Daguerre Point Dam; this area appears to be relatively undisturbed. (ENGEO 2013:12.)

The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS 2012), and no known faults
cross or are located adjacent to the site (Jennings 1994; ENGEO 2013:Figure A22). The closest faults to the
project site with evidence of displacement during Holocene time are the Cleveland Hills Fault and the Dunnigan
Hills Fault, approximately 16 miles to the north and 40 miles to the southwest, respectively (Jennings 1994). The
northern segment of the Cleveland Hills Fault near Lake Oroville was the source of a magnitude 5.7 earthquake
that occurred on August 1, 1975; however, research conducted by the California Department of Water Resources
indicates that this earthquake most likely resulted from reservoir-induced stress (DWR 1979). Active faults are
generally located in the Coast Ranges to the west or in the Lake Tahoe area to the east, approximately 60 miles
from the project site.

A review of soil survey data from the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service indicates that the project site
consists primarily of mine tailings, with approximately 1.5 acres of Holillipah loamy sand 0-1% slopes
(NRCS 2013).

3.6.2 DISCUSSION

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to California Geological Survey
Special Publication 42.)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Surface ground rupture along faults is generally limited to a linear zone a few
yards wide. Because no active faults are mapped across the project site, nor is the site located within an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, fault ground rupture is unlikely (CGS 2012; Jennings 1994; ENGEO 2013:Figure
A22). Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The intensity of ground shaking depends on the distance from the earthquake’s
epicenter to the site, the magnitude of the earthquake, site soil conditions, and the characteristics of the source.
Ground motions from seismic activity can be estimated by using the probabilistic method at specified hazard level
and using a computer model to conduct site-specific design calculations. The peak horizontal ground acceleration
was calculated by ENGEO (2013:38) based on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidelines for levee stability.
Ground accelerations with a 50% probability of being exceeded in 75 years yielded an estimated design peak
horizontal ground acceleration of 0.06g (where g is the percentage of gravity). Based on this calculation, very low
levels of seismic ground shaking are projected to occur at the project site should an earthquake occur within the
next 75 years. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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i) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Soil liquefaction occurs when ground shaking from an earthquake causes a
sediment layer saturated with groundwater to lose strength and take on the characteristics of a fluid, thus
becoming similar to quicksand. Factors determining the liquefaction potential are the soil type, level and duration
of seismic ground motions, type and consistency of soils, and depth to groundwater. In addition, lateral
deformation may result from lateral spreading toward a sloping freeface, or from shear deformations caused by a
reduction in the shear strength of the deposit. These lateral ground movements are often associated with a
weakening or failure of an embankment or soil mass that lies over a layer of liquefied sands or weak soils.

The dredge deposits within the project site generally consist of gravels, cobbles, and sands, with areas of fine-
grained slickens. These deposits are generally loose and have little cohesion. However, as described above, the
calculated peak horizontal ground acceleration is only 0.06g, which indicates an extremely low level of
anticipated seismic ground shaking, and the known active seismic sources are a long distance from the project
site. Therefore, the potential hazard from liquefaction and associated lateral spreading is considered low (ENGEO
2013:32). This impact would be less than significant.

iv) Landslides?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The dredge tailings at the project site consist of mounds that are up to 90 feet tall.
ENGEO performed slope stability analyses for both the existing dredge tailings mounds and the simulated levee
embankment that would be constructed as part of the proposed project. The results of the analyses for the
proposed 100-year embankment show that the recommended 3:1 (waterside) and 5:1 (landside) slopes would be
stable under all simulated scenarios, with minimum static slope stability factors of safety well above 1.5 (ENGEO
2013:36-39). Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Seepage beneath and through segments of the
proposed embankment could result in soil erosion and would pose a risk to the stability and reliability of the
embankment. Underseepage occurs below the visible (aboveground) prism of a levee or embankment; it results
when water pressure builds up in subsurface foundation soils during high river stages on the waterside of the
embankments. This pressure can be great enough to force water through the earthen foundation layers beneath the
embankment, causing the water to find a pathway of least resistance and exit at the landside ground surface. Such
seepage is not uncommon; when it is excessive and uncontrolled, however, underseepage can carry fine-grained
material with the water flow, potentially undermining the embankment and subsequently leading to embankment
failure. Soil erosion can also occur as a result of through-seepage, which is seepage through an embankment that
can occur during periods of high river stage. When through-seepage occurs, soil on the land side of the
embankment may erode.

ENGEO performed seepage analyses for existing conditions, the proposed 100-year embankment, and a high-
ground alternative. The results show that the calculated exit gradients at the landside toe would have factors of
safety against underseepage instability of 4.0 and greater, which is a high level of safety (USACE 2000). In
addition, the recommended flattened (5:1) landside slopes would provide a resiliently reliable, stable
configuration relative to the potential for progressive instability caused by through-seepage. (ENGEO 2013:34-36
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and Appendix E-7.) Therefore, implementation of the 100-year embankment would result in a less-than-
significant impact with regard to soil erosion.

The project site consists primarily of sand, gravel, and cobble. The gravel and cobble generally would not be
subject to erosion from construction activities. However, where sand and fine silt would be exposed to the forces
of wind and rainfall during construction, erosion could occur and be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 (Prepare and Implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan or a Storm Water Management Plan and Associated Best Management Practices).

As discussed in detail in Section 3.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 requires that a
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) or storm water management plan (SWMP) be prepared and
submitted to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board for stormwater discharges associated with
general construction activity. The SWPPP or SWMP would include detailed measures that are designed to prevent
and control soil erosion from construction areas (e.g., silt fencing, erosion control blankets, and berms or
settlement ponds). Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 would reduce the impact from
construction-related erosion to a less-than-significant level.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Less-than-Significant Impact. ENGEO anticipates that settlement of existing dredge tailings disturbed by the
proposed project would be relatively low because of the primarily granular nature of the dredge tailings and
would occur mainly during earthwork operations (ENGEO 2013:5-7). The results of ENGEO’s stability analyses
show that the recommended landside 5:1 slopes would be substantially stable under all modeled scenarios, with
minimum static slope stability factors of safety well above 2.0 (ENGEO 2013:36-39). See also the responses to
iii) and iv) above. This impact would be less than significant.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994, as updated), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Based on soil data from the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS
2013), soils in the Goldfields all have a low shrink-swell potential. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

No Impact. The proposed project would entail construction of an embankment. If restrooms facilities are needed
during construction, portable (non-discharging) restrooms would be used. No septic systems or alternative
wastewater disposal systems would be required for the proposed project. Thus, no impact would occur.
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly ] ] X ]
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or Ol ] X ]
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

3.7.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as greenhouse gases (GHGS), play a critical role in determining
the earth’s surface temperature. A portion of the solar radiation that enters the atmosphere is absorbed by the
earth’s surface, and a smaller portion of this radiation is reflected back toward space. Infrared radiation (thermal
heat) is absorbed by GHGs in the atmosphere; as a result, infrared radiation released from the earth that otherwise
would have escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This
phenomenon, known as the “greenhouse effect,” is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on Earth.

GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, released by natural sources, and formed from secondary reactions
taking place in the atmosphere. GHG emissions associated with human activities are highly likely responsible for
intensifying the greenhouse effect and have led to a trend of unnatural warming of the earth’s atmosphere and
oceans, with corresponding effects on global circulation patterns and climate (IPCC 2007). The following GHGs
are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced global climate change:

» Carbon dioxide (CO,)
» Methane

» Nitrous oxide

» Hydrofluorocarbons

» Perfluorocarbons

» Sulfur hexafluoride

Global warming potential (GWP) is a concept developed to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the
atmosphere with that of CO,. The GWP of a GHG is based on several factors, such as the relative effectiveness of
a gas to absorb infrared radiation and the length of time that the gas remains in the atmosphere (its “atmospheric
lifetime”). The GWP of each gas is measured relative to CO,, the most abundant GHG. GHGs with lower
emissions rates than CO, may still contribute to climate change because they are more effective than CO, at
absorbing outgoing infrared radiation (i.e., they have a high GWP). The concept of CO, equivalent (CO.e) is used
to account for the different GWP potentials of GHGs to absorb infrared radiation.

Impacts of GHG emissions are borne globally, as opposed to the localized air quality effects caused by emissions
of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants. The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in
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climate change is not precisely known; suffice it to say, the quantity is enormous, and no single project alone
would measurably contribute to a noticeable incremental change in the global average temperature, or to a global,
local, or micro climate. From the standpoint of CEQA, GHG-related effects on global climate change are
inherently cumulative.

With the passage of legislation including Senate bills and Assembly bills (ABs) and executive orders, California
launched an innovative and proactive approach to dealing with GHG emissions and climate change at the state
level. The goal of Executive Order S-3-05, signed by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005,
is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to year 2000 levels by 2010, 1990 levels by 2020, and 80% below the
1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this goal was reinforced with the passage of AB 32, the Global Warming
Solutions Act. AB 32 further requires that the California Air Resources Board (ARB) create a plan that includes
market mechanisms, and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse
gases.”

3.7.2 DiscuUssION

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Implementing the proposed project would generate construction-related GHG
emissions that would cease after the project is constructed. Such emissions would come from vehicle engine
exhaust from heavy-duty construction equipment, haul trips, and construction worker trips. As described in
Section 3.3, “Air Quality,” construction-related GHG emissions were modeled using CalEEMod. GHG emissions
from construction of the proposed project would total 143 metric tons (MT) CO.e.

The Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) has not established quantitative significance
thresholds for evaluating GHG emissions in CEQA analyses. Instead, FRAQMD recommends using the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA’s) CEQA and Climate Change white paper
when developing GHG evaluations (FRAQMD 2010). The CEQA and Climate Change paper provides a common
platform of information and tools to support local governments and was prepared as a resource, not as a guidance
document. However, Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines expressly provides that a “lead agency shall
have discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project,” whether to “[u]se a model or methodology to
guantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and which model or methodology to use.” A lead
agency also has discretion under the State CEQA Guidelines to “[r]ely on a qualitative analysis or [quantitative]
performance based standards.”

In its 2008 white paper, CAPCOA analyzed various approaches and significance thresholds that a lead agency
could choose to adopt. Therefore, to establish additional context for considering the magnitude of the project’s
construction-related GHG emissions, this analysis considers the following guidelines for the levels of GHG
emissions that would constitute a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the ongoing significant
cumulative impact on climate change:

» Any residential, commercial, or industrial project that would generate more than 900 MT CO.e per year
would make a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to climate change (CAPCOA 2008).
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» Facilities (i.e., stationary, continuous sources of GHG emissions) that generate more than 25,000 MT CO.,e
per year must report their GHG emissions to ARB, pursuant to AB 32 (ARB 2013).

» Stationary sources that generate more than 10,000 MT CO, per year may be required to participate in the cap-
and-trade program through the Western Climate Initiative (WCI 2009).

In light of the lack of a specific GHG threshold from FRAQMD, it is considered appropriate to refer to guidance
from other agencies when discussing GHG emissions. All of the thresholds listed above are discussed in the
CAPCOA white paper and were developed consistent with the goals of AB 32. However, this information is
presented for informational purposes only; TRLIA does not specifically intend to adopt any of the above-listed
emissions levels as a quantitative threshold. The intent of this analysis is to put project-generated GHG emissions
into the appropriate statewide context to help determine whether the proposed project’s contribution of GHG
emissions would reach a level that would have a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to global
climate change.

The proposed project’s total construction-related GHG emissions would be less than any of the proposed or
adopted thresholds discussed above. The project would require only minimal operational activities for
maintenance at the project site. These long-term operational activities would not exceed the existing maintenance
and inspection activities for current infrastructure. Implementing the proposed project would not require or result
in trips or activities for operations and maintenance beyond existing conditions. Therefore, the project would not
generate any long-term GHG emissions that may have a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to
global climate change. This impact would be less than significant and would not constitute a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to global climate change.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Although implementing the proposed project would cause temporary
construction-related GHG emissions, the project’s intent, purpose, and function align with the goals of the AB 32
Scoping Plan to protect against the detrimental effects of climate change. ARB’s Scoping Plan includes measures
that would indirectly address GHG emissions from construction activities, including the phasing-in of cleaner
technology for diesel engine fleets (including construction equipment) and the development of a Low Carbon Fuel
Standard. Policies formulated under the mandate of AB 32 that apply to construction-related activity, either
directly or indirectly, are assumed to be implemented statewide and would affect the proposed project should
those policies be implemented before construction begins. The proposed project’s construction emissions would
comply with any mandate or standards set forth by the Scoping Plan.

Neither TRLIA nor any other agency with jurisdiction over this project has adopted a climate change or GHG
reduction plan with which the proposed project would conflict. As discussed previously, the proposed project
would not emit GHGs at a level that would cause a significant impact on the environment or have a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to a significant impact on the environment; consequently, the project would
not be expected to substantially conflict with existing California legislation and GHG reduction plans adopted to
reduce statewide GHG emissions. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan,
policy, or regulation for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact would be less than significant.

Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 3.7-3 Environmental Checklist



This page intentionally left blank.

AECOM Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
Environmental Checklist 3.7-4 Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority



3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

VIIl. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] X ] ]
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] X ]
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and/or accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] ] ] X
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] ] ] X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use ] ] X ]
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private ] ] ] X
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere ] ] ] X
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of ] ] = ]
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

3.8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PRIOR USES OF THE PROJECT AREA AND VICINITY

Land immediately north of the Yuba River in the project vicinity supports aggregate mining. Land east of the
project area is vacant and used for cattle grazing. Land to the south and west of the project area, and north of
Hammonton-Smartville Road, supports aggregate mining, agricultural production, and cattle grazing.

Western Aggregates holds vested mining rights on 3,900 acres of land in the Yuba Goldfields. Western
Aggregates has structures and facilities in place such as a laboratory, an asphalt plant, and several permitted
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aboveground storage tanks containing fuels and various materials used at the asphalt plant (Atkins 2013:5-74). In
the asphalt processing plant area, Western Aggregates maintains processing equipment (e.g., crushers, screens,
and conveyors, maintenance structures, fuel storage area, product stockpiles), a scale house, a shop building, fuel
island, administrative offices, and equipment storage (Atkins 2013:2-17).

Western Aggregates’ existing operations consist primarily of sand and gravel removal and processing. Current
mining operations involve excavation using a clamshell dredge, excavators, draglines, and other equipment.
Material is removed, transported, or conveyed to a processing plant, and then sorted; certain materials are crushed
and/or washed and stockpiled for use in the manufacturing and/or sale of construction aggregates and road base
and other aggregate material. Wash water and silts are pumped into a settling pond. (Atkins 2013:2-16 and 2-17.)

Cal Sierra Development, Inc. (Cal Sierra) owns the mineral rights to gold, precious metals, and other related
assets within portions of the Goldfields. Cal Sierra’s administrative offices are located in the southeastern portion
of the project area. (Atkins 2013:2-16.)

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The project area consists primarily of dredger mine tailings up to 90 feet high that are composed of sand, cobble,
and gravel. Gold mining activities in the 1800s entailed the use of mercury. Because the potential hazards of the
project related to residual mercury (or generation of methylmercury that could occur from ponding) pertain

primarily to water quality, mercury-related issues are addressed in Section 3.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality.”

AECOM searched several publicly available databases maintained under California Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 65962.5 (i.e., the “Cortese List”) to determine whether any known hazardous materials are present either
within or immediately adjacent to the project area.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) maintains the Geotracker database, an information
management system for groundwater. Data on leaking underground storage tanks and other types of soil and
groundwater contamination, along with associated cleanup activities, are part of the information that SWRCB
must maintain under PRC Section 65962.5. A search of the Geotracker database (SWRCB 2013) indicated that
there are no known open, active cases of contamination either within or immediately adjacent to the project area.

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (the “EnviroStor” database) is maintained by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) as part of the requirements of PRC Section 65962.5. A search
of the EnviroStor database indicated that there are no open, active cases of hazardous waste and substances sites
either within or immediately adjacent to the project area (DTSC 2013).

A search of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Envirofacts database (which includes records maintained
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act) indicated that there are no
known open, active cases of hazardous material contamination either within or immediately adjacent to the project
area (EPA 2013).

AIRPORTS

A small airstrip, the Hammonton airstrip, is located east of the Goldfields, east of Hammonton Road, 3.5 miles
north of Beale AFB. This airstrip was known to be active as of 2009 (Aerofiles 2009). Beale Air Force Base
(AFB) is located approximately 2 miles southeast of the project area (south of Hammonton-Smartville Road). The
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Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for Beale AFB was adopted in 2010 by the Airport Land Use
Commission for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG). The intent of land use safety compatibility criteria in the ALUCP is to minimize the risks associated
with an off-airport aircraft accident or emergency landing. Safety policies in the ALUCP focus on reducing the
potential consequences of such events when they occur. Risks to both people and property near the airport and to
people on board the aircraft are considered in the ALUCP. (ALUC and SACOG 2010:2-17 through 2-21.)

FIRE HAZARD

Wildland fires represent a substantial threat in California, particularly during the hot, dry summer months in more
isolated areas where steep topography, limited access, and heavy fuel loading contribute to hazardous conditions.
Wildland fires may be started by natural processes, primarily lightning, or by human activities. The California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has established a fire hazard severity classification
system to assess the potential for wildland fires. The zones depicted on CAL FIRE maps take into account the
potential fire intensity and speed, production and spread of embers, fuel loading, topography, and climate (e.g.,
temperature and the potential for strong winds). The classification system provides three classes of fire hazards:
Moderate, High, and Very High. According to CAL FIRE (2007), the project area is located in a moderate fire
hazard severity zone.

PRC Sections 4125-4137 require the designation of State Responsibility Areas (SRAS) (based on the amount and
type of vegetative cover, beneficial water uses, probable erosion damage, fire risks, and hazards) where the
financial responsibility of preventing and suppressing fires falls primarily on the State of California. Fire
protection outside the SRAS is the responsibility of local or federal agencies. The project area is located within an
SRA (CAL FIRE 2007). See Section 3.14, “Public Services,” for detailed information about fire protection
services.

3.8.2 DISCUSSION

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Construction of the proposed project would
involve the routine transport and handling of hazardous substances, such as diesel fuels and lubricants. VVarious
state agencies regulate hazardous materials, including the California Environmental Protection Agency and the
California Emergency Management Agency. The California Highway Patrol and California Department of
Transportation enforce regulations for transport of hazardous materials. DTSC has primary regulatory authority
for enforcing hazardous-materials regulations. State hazardous-waste regulations are contained primarily in Title
22 of the California Code of Regulations. The California Occupational Health and Safety Administration has
developed rules and regulations regarding worker safety around hazardous and toxic substances. However,
handling and transport of hazardous materials during construction could result in the exposure of workers and the
environment to hazardous materials. Therefore, this impact is potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 (Prepare and Implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan or a Storm Water Management Plan and Associated Best Management Practices).

As discussed in detail in Section 3.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 requires that a
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) or storm water management plan (SWMP) be prepared and
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submitted to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board for stormwater discharges associated with
general construction activity. The SWPPP or SWMP would include a spill prevention, control, and
countermeasure plan and applicable hazardous materials business plans, and would identify the types of materials
used for equipment operation (including fuel and hydraulic fluids), and measures to prevent, and materials
available to clean up, hazardous material and waste spills. The SWPPP would also identify emergency procedures
for responding to spills. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 would reduce the impact from
exposure to hazardous materials during routine transport, use, or disposal to a less-than-significant level.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and/or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Less-than-Significant Impact. To construct the proposed 100-year embankment, construction activities would be
necessary in areas where mining and aggregate processing activities by Western Aggregates are occurring. The
project would be constructed in partnership by TRLIA and Western Aggregates, and therefore coordination to
ensure the safety of all on-site workers and to avoid accidentally damaging equipment and storage facilities and
potentially releasing hazardous materials into the environment would occur as part of the project. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the project area. Thus, no
impact would occur.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. A search of publicly available databases maintained by SWRCB (2013), DTSC (2013), and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 2013) indicates that there are no known active, open cases of hazardous
materials contamination within the project area. Furthermore, construction and operation of the proposed 100-year
embankment would not result in the creation of a substantial hazard to the public or environment. Thus, no impact
would occur.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Less-than-Significant Impact. There are no public or private airports within 2 miles of the project area.
However, the project area is within the overflight zone of Beale AFB. Although there are aircraft overflights,
activities associated with constructing the proposed 100-year embankment would not result in a safety hazard for
people working within the project area and would not conflict with the safety compatibility criteria listed in the
Beale AFB ALUCP (ALUC and SACOG 2011:Table 2). Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. There are no private airstrips within 2 miles of the project site. The Hammonton Air Strip is located
approximately 3 miles northeast of the northern end of the project area, east of Hammonton Road. As discussed in
item €) above, activities associated with constructing the proposed 100-year embankment would not result in a
safety hazard for people working within the project area. There would be no impact.

0) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact (Beneficial Impact). The proposed project would entail a very small number of temporary and short-
term commute trips by construction workers to and from the project site. The project area is not developed and
does not contain residential housing or any retail or commercial shopping areas where evacuation would be
necessary. Project operation would not entail additional commute trips on local or regional roadways, nor would it
alter any designated emergency access routes. Therefore, the project would not impair or interfere with adopted
emergency response or evacuation plans, and no adverse impact would occur. The presence of the proposed 100-
year embankment would result in a substantial increase in public safety in terms of flood protection, which is a
beneficial impact.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project area consists of piles of sand, gravel, and cobble interspersed with
waterways. The composition of the project area would not change as a result of project implementation. The
amount of vegetation growing in the tailing piles is limited, the project area is not within a high fire hazard
severity zone (CAL FIRE 2007), and adequate fire protection services are available. Therefore, construction of the
proposed 100-year embankment would not expose people or structures to a substantial increased risk associated
with wildland fires. This impact would be less than significant.
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3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

. Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnitican Significant No Impact
with Mitigation
Impact Impact
Incorporated
IX. Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste ] X ] ]
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or ] ] ] X

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the ] ] = ]
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial on- or off-site erosion or
siltation?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the ] Ol X ]
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
which would result in on- or off-site flooding?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would ] ] X ]
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ] Ol X ]
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as OJ ] ] X
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures ] ] X ]
that would impede or redirect flood flows?
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of ] Ol X ]
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
i) Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ] ] X ]

3.9.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
HYDROLOGY

The project site is located in Yuba County, approximately 45 miles north and slightly east of Sacramento

(Exhibit 1-1). It lies south of the Yuba River, approximately 10 miles from Marysville and approximately

20 miles from Smartsville. The site is located north of Beale Air Force Base (AFB) and near the confluence of the
Feather and Yuba Rivers. Daguerre Point Dam is located approximately 10.8 miles from the confluence, within
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the project area. The dam is controlled by a compound broad-crested weir and does not regulate flow with gates or
other structures.

Yuba River

The Yuba River drains the western slope of the Sierra Nevada and flows generally southwesterly to its confluence
with the Feather River at Marysville. The main stem of the Yuba River forms at the juncture of the Middle and
North Yuba Rivers just south of New Bullards Bar Reservoir and is joined by the South Yuba River just a few
miles downstream near Bridgeport in Nevada County, approximately 1 mile east of Yuba County. The North
Yuba River above New Bullards Bar Dam drains approximately 489 square miles. Large portions of the Yuba
River drainage (Middle and South Forks) are largely unregulated with respect to flood flows. The main stem of
the Yuba River in the Marysville vicinity drains approximately 1,390 square miles. (Yuba County 2011)

The mean monthly flows for the Yuba River are greatest in winter and early spring (January—March) and are at a
minimum in late summer and early fall (July—October). The effects of reservoir storage capacity on flows are
noticeable in extreme water years. Yuba River flows are greatly reduced in very dry years because of the limited
carryover storage capacity of New Bullards Bar Reservoir.

Groundwater Conditions

The project site is located in the southern portion of the Sacramento River hydrologic region, within the South
Yuba Subbasin (DWR 2006). The principal aquifers in the valley area consist of as much as 100 feet of
Pleistocene sands and gravels overlain by as much as 125 feet of recent alluvial fan, floodplain, and stream
channel deposits. The pre-Eocene formations in this area have relatively low permeability and are moderate water
producers. Natural groundwater levels can vary substantially from year to year and seasonally. Groundwater
levels are generally higher in winter and spring. The valley areas along the Feather and Yuba Rivers generally
serve as groundwater recharge areas.

The South Yuba Subbasin has groundwater levels that range from about 25 feet above mean sea level (msl) along
portions of State Route 70, to 140 feet above msl at the edge of the subbasin near the Yuba River and the project
site. Near the center of the subbasin, groundwater is found at about 45 feet above msl (YCWA 2008a).
Groundwater levels in the South Yuba Subbasin have shown a well-developed regional cone of depression
(depression in water level caused by groundwater pumping) since as early as the 1940s. The cone of depression
starts on the west side of Beale AFB and continues into the central region of the subbasin (YCWA 2008a). In
1960, nearly all water levels in the subbasin were well below adjacent river levels on the Bear, Feather, and Yuba
Rivers because of reliance on groundwater pumping. By 1984, water levels in the center of the South Yuba cone
of depression had fallen to 30 feet below msl. The water level contours adjacent to the Yuba and Bear Rivers
indicated a large gradient and seepage from the rivers. By 1990, water levels in this cone of depression rose to 10
feet above msl because of increasing surface water irrigation supplies and reduced groundwater pumping. Current
records maintained by the California Department of Water Resources indicate that groundwater levels continue to
increase (DWR 2006).

The groundwater storage capacity for the North and South Yuba Subbasins was estimated to be 7.5 million acre-
feet, although using this entire volume of freshwater would not be feasible because doing so would cause
numerous adverse environmental impacts and could dewater shallow wells in the subbasins. An analysis of the
volume of fresh groundwater present within 200 feet of the spring 2003 groundwater levels is estimated to be
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about 2.8 million acre feet, but not all of this volume is usable because of the potential for impacts on shallow
wells in the basin (YCWA 2008a).

Substantial groundwater recharge areas are found in stream channel and floodplain deposits, which are highly
permeable and provide for large amounts of groundwater recharge. However, groundwater levels also vary
seasonally with precipitation and runoff in this area and may rise closer to the ground surface during wet years.
Pumping also influences local groundwater levels. Most local growers withdraw groundwater regularly during
spring and summer and throughout the year for general use, and Yuba Basin water districts pump groundwater as
part of a groundwater substitution transfer program (CH2M Hill 2012).

WATER QUALITY
Surface Water Quality

Under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act, states are required to develop lists of surface water bodies
that are not attaining water quality objectives (are found to be polluted). The list is known as the 303(d) list of
impaired waters. For each listed pollutant causing the impairment, the states must develop a total maximum daily
load—the amount of loading that the water body can receive and still be in compliance with water quality
objectives. The Yuba River is not listed on the 303(d) list (Central Valley RWQCB 2002).

The U.S. Geological Survey evaluated the water quality of the Yuba River as part of an overall analysis of
conditions in the Sacramento River watershed (USGS 2000). The evaluation indicated that the river generally has
excellent water quality and very low levels of contaminants. However, past gold mining activities have left a
legacy of mercury contamination (because mercury was used extensively for ore extraction). The river is
considered a major source of mercury loading in the Sacramento River watershed. The potential health risks
associated with mercury include neurological dysfunction, particularly in children. Mercury is ingested by
humans mainly through consumption of fish and other foods. It is persistent in the environment and will
bioaccumulate (i.e., greatly magnify its concentration from water and sediments up the food chain to fish and
other organisms).

Table 3.9-1 summarizes average concentrations from monthly water samples for conventional physical and
inorganic chemical constituents, as measured from February 1996 through April 1998 in the Yuba River at
Marysville. In general, the data indicate the river is low in total dissolved solids, as indicated by measurements of
electrical conductivity, total hardness, and other parameters.

Table 3.9-1
Summary of Conventional Water Quality Constituents in the Yuba River
Constituent Water Quality Objective Yuba River at Marysville
Conventional Physical and Chemical Constituents
Temperature <2.5°F? 54.0°F
Flow (cfs) 125
EC (uS/cm) 72
DO (mg/L) 7.0° 11.4
DO Saturation (%) 85% 105
pH (standard units) 6.5t08.5" 75
Alkalinity (mg/L CaCOs,) 28.4
Yuba Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project AECOM
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Table 3.9-1
Summary of Conventional Water Quality Constituents in the Yuba River

Constituent Water Quality Objective Yuba River at Marysville
Total Hardness (mg/L CaCOs) 314
Suspended Sediment (mg/L) narrative © 30.0
Calcium (mg/L) 7.9
Magnesium (mg/L) 2.8
Sodium (mg/L) 2.2
Potassium (mg/L) 0.5
Chloride (mg/L) 500 ¢ 1.1
Sulfate (mg/L) 500 4.2
Silica (mg/L) 12.1
NO,+NO; (mg/L N) NO;<10 ° 0.08
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 0.03
Trace Metals
Arsenic (ug/L) 50 f 1.0
Chromium (ug/L) 180 f <MRL
Copper (ug/L) 51f 15
Mercury (ug/L) 0.050°¢ 0.0069
Nickel (ug/L) 52 1.2
Zinc (ug/L) 120 2.3
Organic Pesticides
Molinate (ng/L) 13,000 " <60
Simazine (ng/L) 3,400 <22
Carbofuran (ng/L) 40,000,500 " <31
Diazinon (ng/L) 51! <28
Carbaryl (ng/L) 700 <41
Thiobencarb (ng/L) 1,000 ¥ <38
Chlorpyrifos (ng/L) 14 <25
Methidathion (ng/L) <38

Notes: °C = degrees Celsius; °F = degrees Fahrenheit; CaCo; = calcium carbonate; cfs = cubic feet per second; DO = dissolved oxygen;
EC = electrical conductivity; pg/L = micrograms per liter; uS/cm = microsiemens per centimeter; mg/L = milligrams per liter;
MRL = method reporting limit; N = nitrogen; ng/L = nanograms per liter; NO, = nitrogen dioxide; NO3 = nitrogen trioxide

a

Water quality objective in the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB’s) basin plan.

Water quality objective in the Central Valley RWQCB'’s basin plan; <0.5 allowable change from controllable factors.
Narrative objective in the Central Valley RWQCB's basin plan: Water shall not contain constituents in concentrations that would cause
nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.

Secondary drinking-water maximum contaminant level (MCL).

Primary drinking-water MCL.

California Toxics Rule aquatic life criteria for 4-day average dissolved concentration.

9 cCalifornia Toxics Rule human health maximum criteria total recoverable concentration.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW'’s) hazard assessment value.

" U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Integrated Risk Information System reference dose for drinking-water quality.
I CDFW's aquatic life guidance value for 4-day average concentration.

Water quality objective in the Central Valley RWQCB'’s basin plan for allowable change from controllable factors.

b

c

Sources: TRLIA 2006; constituent measurements from USGS 2000
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The water in the Yuba River has neutral pH, moderate alkalinity, and adequate levels of dissolved oxygen for
aquatic organisms. It is also generally low in nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus) that can cause growth of
nuisance algae and aquatic vascular plants, and trace metal content is low.

Mercury occurs in several geochemical forms, including elemental mercury and ionic (or oxidized), and in
various organic compounds. It can occur as either a soluble or an insoluble compound. Methylmercury (one of the
organic compounds) is the form of mercury that is the most readily available to biological tissues and the most
toxic and bioaccumulative. Environments that are biologically active or organically rich can be conducive to the
formation of methylmercury, but other factors also must be present. In the context of surface-water environments,
mercury methylation is controlled by certain bacteria and microbes that tend to thrive in conditions of low
dissolved oxygen, such as near the sediment/water interface or in algal mats. If mercury is present in sediments
and is composed largely of the soluble form, it could bind to organic compounds and become available for
methylation.

Although mercury is routinely detected, the concentrations have not exceeded ambient California Toxics Rule
criteria. Mercury testing of sediment in the Goldfields in 2005 showed that mercury occurs in amounts below
human health and ecological screening levels, and that mercury concentrations in the sediment are within the
lower end of the background range and, below ecological screening levels and hazardous waste levels (MACTEC
2005). In addition, data indicate that soluble mercury is not present in on-site sediments. Pesticides have been
detected in the Yuba River. With the exception of the drinking-water standard for carbofuran, no applicable
regulatory criteria have been established for the pesticides that have been detected.

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater provides most water supplies for the Marysville, Linda, and Olivehurst areas and for rural properties
in the project vicinity. Groundwater in the subbasins is generally considered to be of good quality, characterized
by major cations (calcium, magnesium, sodium, and potassium) and anions (carbonate, bicarbonate, sulfate, and
chloride). Most groundwater in Yuba County is considered to be calcium-magnesium or magnesium bicarbonate
water, although sodium—calcium chloride groundwater can be found near Wheatland, and there have been reports
of calcium-sodium bicarbonate water in some of the county’s groundwater wells. A 2007 survey of groundwater
monitoring wells found that none of the samples in the South Yuba Subbasin exceeded federal and state primary
and secondary maximum contaminant levels (YCWA 2008b).

Beale AFB is situated on 22,944 acres of federally owned land south of the project site. There are multiple
groundwater contamination plumes, two of which extend off base to the west and southwest of the base. No
plumes are located directly under the project site. The primary environmental contaminants found at Beale AFB
include solvents, metals, and fuels (CH2M Hill 2012).

3.9.2 DISCUSSION
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Both direct and indirect discharges associated
with ground-disturbing construction activities for the proposed project could cause surface water to become
contaminated by soil or construction substances. The proposed activities include relocating borrow material (mine
tailings) from nearby resources. The fill material would be taken either from adjacent areas that exceed the
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required flood protection elevation for the 100-year embankment, or from portions of the surrounding
embankment located outside of the 100-year embankment geometry.

These activities could temporarily impair water quality should disturbed material, petroleum products, or
construction-related wastes be discharged into receiving waters, or onto the ground where they could be carried
into receiving waters. Accidental spills of construction-related substances such as oils and fuels could contaminate
both surface water and groundwater. The extent of potential impacts on water quality would depend on several
factors: the tendency toward erosion of soil types encountered and the chemical makeup of that soil, types of
construction practices, extent of the disturbed area, duration of construction activities, timing of particular
construction activities relative to the rainy season, proximity to receiving water bodies, and sensitivity of those
water bodies to construction-related contaminants.

The project site is located in the Goldfields and is removed from the Yuba River in an area previously and
currently affected by aggregate and gold mining. The Goldfields contain numerous groundwater-fed ponds
created by former gold-dredging operations which generally keep surface drainage and disturbed soils separated
from the river channel. Soils consist of sand and gravel stockpiles with varying degrees of seeded grasses and
valleys made up of more silty materials. While Yuba River water quality would not be affected during project
construction, because any soil erosion or stormwater runoff from disturbed mounds would continue to be trapped
in the isolated pools in the Goldfields and would not leave the immediate area, water quality in the ponds, which
qualify as waters of the State, could be affected. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan or a Storm Water
Management Plan and Associated Best Management Practices.

TRLIA and its construction contractors will implement the following measures:

(1) During the development of grading permits and improvement plans, TRLIA will consult with Yuba County
and the Central Valley RWQCB. The purpose of the consultation will be to acquire the regulatory approvals
necessary to obtain either a statewide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater permit
for general construction activity from the State Water Resources Control Board, or obtain approval to
complete construction under Order 5-00-107 and any other necessary site-specific waste discharge
requirements or waivers under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

(2) TRLIA will prepare and implement the appropriate storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) or storm
water management plan (SWMP) to prevent and control pollution and to minimize and control runoff and
erosion. The SWPPP or SWMP will identify the activities that may cause pollutant discharge (including
sediment) during storms and the best management practices (BMPs) that will be employed to control
pollutant discharge. Construction techniques that will be identified and implemented to reduce the potential
for runoff may include minimizing site disturbance, controlling water flow over the construction site,
stabilizing bare soil, and ensuring proper site cleanup. In addition, the SWPPP or SWMP will include an
erosion control plan and BMPs that specify the erosion and sedimentation control measures to be
implemented, which may include silt fences, trench plugs, terraces, water bars, and seeding and mulching.
The SWPPP or SWMP will also include a spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plan and applicable
hazardous materials business plans, and will identify the types of materials used for equipment operation
(including fuel and hydraulic fluids), and measures to prevent and materials available to clean up hazardous
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material and waste spills. The SWPPP or SWMP will also identify emergency procedures for responding to
spills.

(3) The best management practices (BMPs) presented in either document shall be clearly identified and
maintained in good working condition, with sufficient backup stock on-site during all site work and
construction activities.

(4) The construction contractor will retain a copy of the approved SWPPP or SWMP on the construction site
and modify it as necessary to suit specific site conditions through amendments approved by the Central
Valley RWQCB.

Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 would reduce the potentially significant impact related to violation of
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements to a less-than-significant level because a SWPPP or
SWMP would be prepared and implemented consistent with permit requirements that would prevent and control
pollution and minimize and control runoff and erosion.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local 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)?

No Impact. The proposed project would not require the use of groundwater or substantially interfere with
groundwater recharge. Although the project site is located within an area of high groundwater recharge and
permeable soils, project-related changes would have no effects on groundwater infiltration. No new development
of impermeable surfaces (such as pavement or buildings) is proposed. Project features would not interfere with
the overall movement of groundwater to and from the Yuba River by embankment changes proposed in either the
borrow areas or the fill areas. Therefore, groundwater supplies and groundwater recharge capability would not be
affected. There would be no impact.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial on or off-site erosion or siltation?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not alter existing drainage patterns in a manner that
would result in substantial on- or off-site erosion or siltation. Water moves through the Goldfields through a
combination of surface flow, subsurface flow, and seepage through gravel/cobble mounds and siltier valleys. This
process results in a complex hydraulic flow pattern through the Goldfields that continually changes as ongoing
gold dredging and aggregate mining operations affect the topography and flow patterns. No new development of
impermeable surfaces (such as pavement or buildings) is proposed that would substantially affect drainage
patterns, and the embankment would not be located directly within or near the Yuba River.

The proposed project would result in a beneficial impact by reducing the potential for future erosion and scour
that occurs under current conditions when high flows breach the channel and flow through the Goldfields. Two-
dimensional modeling concluded that breakouts could occur along the left bank of the Yuba River at two
locations during a 50-year flood event, at three locations during a 100-year, and at six locations during a 200-year
event (USACE 2002). Construction of the proposed project elements would serve to alleviate breakouts up to the
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100-year flood event, decreasing flows through an area that is continually disturbed by mining. This impact would
be beneficial and less than significant.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 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 which would result in on- or off-site flooding?

Less-than-Significant Impact. See item c) above. The proposed project would serve to alleviate breakouts up to
the 100-year flood event at critical erosion site B, decreasing flows through an area that is continually disturbed
by aggregate and gold mining that occurs on much of the project site. The proposed project would result in a
benefit by decreasing flood potential up to the 100-year flood event. This impact would be beneficial and less than
significant.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?

Less-than-Significant Impact. See item c) above. The proposed project would serve to alleviate breakouts up to
the 100-year flood event at critical erosion site B, decreasing flows through an area that is continually disturbed
through aggregate and gold mining. The proposed project would result in a benefit by reducing the potential for
polluted runoff associated with mining activities during flooding up to the 100-year event. The proposed project
would not modify the capacity of any existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. This impact would be
beneficial and less than significant.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Upon completion, the proposed project would not result in wastewater discharges
or other point-source discharges subject to waste discharge requirements. The project site would continue to be
surrounded by tall dredge tailing mounds that prevent stormwater from flowing off site. Stormwater drainage
currently drains towards the existing mining operation pits and sedimentation ponds, or percolates quickly into the
underlying groundwater. Storm water flows within the project site would remain disconnected from the Yuba
River or any other surface water body other than existing mine pits and sedimentation ponds currently managed
by Western Aggregates.

Upon project completion, the site would continue to operate under California Regional Water Quality Control
Board Waste Discharge Requirements set forth in Order No. 5-00-107 for the discharge of wash water into an on-
site siltation pond, which requires ongoing monitoring to assure that water quality is not impacted by
sedimentation ponds. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

9) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. The proposed project would not include, or indirectly cause, construction of any housing. Therefore,
no impact would occur.
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h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project is designed to beneficially redirect flood flows up to the 100-year
event. It would involve constructing a continuous embankment in the Goldfields designed to intercept and block
breach flows, holding them long enough to allow flood peaks to pass. No new structures are proposed as part of
the project. This impact would be beneficial and less than significant. See items c) and d) above for additional
information.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project is designed to beneficially redirect flood flows up to the 100-year
event. The proposed project would involve constructing a continuous embankment in the Goldfields designed to
intercept and block breach flows, holding them long enough to allow flood peaks to pass. The blocked flows
would then return to the Yuba River or percolate into underlying groundwater aquifers. Therefore, the proposed
project would improve flood protection in the project area. It would reduce the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding for areas protected by the RD 784 levee system. See items c) and d) above for additional
information.

A portion of the project site lies within the dam failure inundation area delineated for several dams located
upstream of the site. Most of the dams located upstream are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of
Water Resources’ Division of Safety of Dams. Policies HS9.3, HS9.4, and Action HS9.1 in the Public Health and
Safety Element of the Yuba County 2030 General Plan provide requirements for emergency access and
evacuation routes throughout the county. These measures include coordination and collaboration with the Multi-
Jurisdictional Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. Implementation of the general plan policies and action, combined
with other relevant state and local regulations, would minimize the potential for effects from dam failure.

A portion of the project site is also located within the 100-year flood hazard area. Implementation of the proposed
project would not expose people or structures to potential hazards related to flooding, because the work would be
conducted outside the rainy season and the project would not involve construction of structures for long-term
occupancy of the project site. The project would improve flood protection and would not expose people or
structures to hazards related to flooding, This impact would be beneficial and less than significant.

i) Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less-than-Significant Impact. A tsunami is a series of large waves caused by earthquakes that occur on the
seafloor or in coastal areas. The project site is not located in an area subject to such a hazard. Mudflows generally
occur in areas having steep slopes of unstable soils. The project site is located in an area with gentle slopes on
relatively flat undulating land, interspersed with dredge tailings made of highly permeable cobbles, sand, and
gravel. Therefore, mudflows would not be a potential hazard at the project site.

Seiches are standing waves created by seismically induced ground shaking (or volcanic eruptions or explosions)
that occur in large, freestanding large bodies of water. There are existing lakes within the project area, but they are
relatively small and would not likely cause a significant wave to result in inundation hazards. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant.
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3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact | 9 Impact
ncorporated
X. Land Use and Planning. Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, ] ] X ]

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 ] ] ] X
plan or natural community conservation plan?

3.10.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located within the Yuba Goldfields in Yuba County, California. The Goldfields encompass
approximately 6,855 acres along the south side of the Yuba River near Daguerre Point Dam, approximately
10 miles northeast of Marysville (see Exhibit 1-1 in Chapter 1, “Introduction”).

The northeast terminus of the Reclamation District (RD) 784 levee system has been tied into the southwestern end
of the Goldfields under the assumption that the Goldfields serve as high ground. RD 784’s service area consists of
approximately 29,000 acres in urban southwest Yuba County, including part or all of the communities of Linda,
Olivehurst, Arboga, and Plumas Lake. The Goldfields help to provide flood protection for approximately 10,000
homes; 11 schools; and numerous commercial, industrial, and agricultural facilities (TRLIA 2013:2).

As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” the Goldfields contain irregular gravel/cobble mounds
interspersed with ponds. The cobble mounds are covered with sparse ruderal vegetation; trees occur sporadically
throughout the project area and scattered woody vegetation is present in upland areas. The Goldfields also contain
large embankments, constructed in the early 1900s along both sides of the lower Yuba River’s active main
channel, to control the location of the river.

Current operations in the Goldfields include gold mining by Cal Sierra Development, Inc., and aggregate
production by Western Aggregates, Inc. Western Aggregates has structures and facilities in place, such as a
laboratory and an asphalt plant, that support ongoing aggregate production.

To the north and northwest of the Goldfields is the Yuba River, which is used primarily for recreational activities
such as fishing and rafting. The lands east and northeast of the Goldfields are vacant and are used primarily for
cattle grazing; the Hammonton airstrip is located east of the Goldfields, east of Hammonton Road. This airstrip
was known to be active as of 2009 (Aerofiles 2009). Orchards and active agricultural fields are located adjacent to
the southeastern end of the Goldfields along the south side of Brophy Road, and mature orchards are located
adjacent to the westernmost end of the Goldfields along the north side of Simpson Dantoni Road.
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The Yuba County 2030 General Plan (County General Plan) was adopted by the Yuba County Board of
Supervisors on June 7, 2011. The County General Plan provides an inventory of the county’s land supply, projects
the amount and location of land and density, and identifies the intensity of development required to accommodate
future populations and economic growth through 2030. The following goal and policy from the Public Health and
Safety Element of the County General Plan (Yuba County 2011) regarding flooding and flood control apply to the
proposed project:

» Goal HS1: Reduce flood risk for the County’s people and property.

* Policy HS1.5: The County will continue to collaborate with the Yuba County Water Agency, local
reclamation districts, levee commissions, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to improve, certify, and
maintain the levee system that protects developed and planned development areas in Linda and
Olivehurst, including the Plumas Lake Specific Plan Area. Urban areas in Yuba County should have
200-year flood protection or greater.

The Goldfields, including the project site and lands east of the Goldfields, are designated by the County General
Plan as Natural Resources. This designation is intended to conserve and provide natural habitat, watersheds,
scenic resources, cultural resources, recreational amenities, agricultural and forest resources, wetlands,
woodlands, minerals, and other resources for sustainable use, enjoyment, extraction, and processing (Yuba
County 2011). The County General Plan identifies a variety of allowable uses within lands designated as Natural
Resources, namely mining; agriculture; natural open space and nature preserves; public facilities and
infrastructure, including levees, levee borrow areas, and related facilities; and mitigation banks, parks and
recreational uses, and other natural resource—oriented uses.

The lands surrounding the Goldfields south of the Yuba River are zoned A/RR5 and lands northeast of the
Goldfields are zoned A/RR5 and A/RR10 (Agriculture/Rural Residential — 5-acre and 10-acre minimum,
respectively). Both land use designations are intended to preserve the rural character and amenities of lands best
used for low-density residential development. These designations allow mixed agricultural land uses, game
preserves and hunting clubs, ranching, and single-family dwelling units.

The project site and lands surrounding the project site within the Goldfields are zoned M-2 (Extractive Industrial).
The M-2 zoning designation identifies areas used primarily for the extraction, processing, and distribution of
minerals occurring naturally such as sand, gravel, ores, and precious metals. Allowable land uses include surface
and underground mining, quarrying, dredging, oil and gas exploration and development, concrete and asphalt
production and distribution, limited active and passive recreational uses, and agricultural uses.

Beale Air Force Base (AFB) is located approximately 2 miles south of the project area, south of Hammonton-
Smartville Road. The Beale AFB Land Use Compatibility Plan (also now known as the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan [ALUCP]) was adopted March 17, 2011, by the Airport Land Use Commission for
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The
basic function of the plan is to promote compatibility between Beale AFB and the land uses surrounding it to the
extent that these areas have not already been devoted to incompatible uses. The plan accomplishes this function
by establishing a set of compatibility criteria applicable to new development around the airport (ALUC and
SACOG 2011). The project site is identified in the Beale AFB ALUCP as being located within Review Area 1.
Review Area 1 includes areas that fall within the geographic extent of all four compatibility concerns: noise,
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safety, airspace protection, and overflight. (See Section 3.8, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” and Section
3.12, “Noise,” for further discussion of potential conflicts with the safety and noise compatibility criteria listed in
the Beale AFB ALUCP.)

3.10.2 DisCUSsSION
a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The proposed project would be constructed on land that already contains flood control features and is
used for aggregate mining or gold dredging operations. Because there are no existing residences on or near the
project site, implementing the proposed project would not physically divide an established community. Therefore,
no impact would occur.

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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The County General Plan provides comprehensive guidance for growth and
development in the unincorporated areas of the county, including RD 784. The proposed project would be
consistent with goals, objectives, and policies contained in the County General Plan, including those that address
flood protection for the county’s residents and property (Goal HS1 in the Public Health and Safety Element).
Policy HS1.5 directs Yuba County to work closely with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and other appropriate
organizations and agencies to ensure that the levee system protects developed and planned development areas in
Linda and Olivehurst, including the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area. TRLIA continues to coordinate with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, other federal and state agencies, and RD 784 regarding implementation of flood
control projects in the RD 784 area.

As discussed above, the project site is designated by the County General Plan as Natural Resources and zoned
M-2. The proposed project would involve constructing an embankment in the Goldfields. The improvements
would occur on land that already contains flood control features. The proposed project would provide 100-year
flood protection to the RD 784 service area while having minimal effects on aggregate mining operations, gold
dredging operations, and the environment. The proposed project would not involve other changes in the existing
environment that could result in inconsistencies with the Natural Resources land use designation or M-2 zoning.
The project would not change the overall character or use of the project site. Because the proposed project would
be consistent with Yuba County’s land use designation and zoning for the project site, this impact would be less
than significant.

Specific impacts associated with other resource and issue areas are addressed in each technical section of this
IS/MND as appropriate. These technical sections provide a detailed analysis of other relevant environmental
effects resulting from proposed project implementation.

C) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

No Impact. Yuba and Sutter Counties are developing a regional conservation plan that will be a joint federal
natural community conservation plan and state habitat conservation plan, but it has not yet been approved. (See
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Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” for further discussion.) Therefore, no adopted or approved habitat
conservation or natural community conservation plans are in effect that would apply to the proposed project. No
impact would occur.
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3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

XI. Mineral Resources. Would the project:

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

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

3.11.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA), the State Mining and Geology Board may designate
certain mineral deposits as being regionally significant to satisfy future needs. The board’s decision to designate
an area is based on a classification report prepared by the California Geological Survey (CGS) (formerly
California Division of Mines and Geology) and on input from agencies and the public. The project area lies within
the designated Yuba City—Marysville Production-Consumption Region for Portland cement concrete-grade
aggregate, which includes all designated lands within the marketing area of the active aggregate operations
supplying the Yuba City—Marysville urban center.

In compliance with SMARA, CGS has established the classification system shown in Table 3.11-1 to denote both
the location and significance of key extractive resources.

Table 3.11-1
California Division of Mines and Geology Mineral Land Classification System
Classification Description
MRZ-1 Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present or where it is
judged that little likelihood exists for their presence
MRZ-2 Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or where it is
judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists
MRZ-3 Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated from existing data
MRZ-4 Areas where available data are inadequate for placement in any other mineral resource zone

Note: MRZ = Mineral Resource Zone
Source: Habel and Campion 1988

The Yuba River has been transporting sediment to the Sacramento Valley for millions of years. As the river exited
the Sierra Nevada foothills, it fanned out into different channel alignments where coarse-grained sediments and
gold were deposited.
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As described in detail in Section 3.5, “Cultural Resources,” and Section 3.6, “Geology and Soils,” the project area
has been extensively mined for gold over the last 100 years, and dredger gold mining operations are ongoing in
the project vicinity by Cal Sierra Development, Inc. (Cal Sierra). In addition, as discussed in Section 3.8,
“Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” Western Aggregates holds vested mining rights on 3,900 acres of land in the
Goldfields, and nearly the entire project area lies within this area of vested mining rights (see Exhibit 2-4 in
Chapter 2, “Project Description”). Western Aggregates’ existing operations consist primarily of sand and gravel
removal and processing; however, they also hold certain limited gold, precious metals, and other related assets in
a small portion of the project area.

The piles of cobbles deposited during dredging operations in the project vicinity are a valuable source of sand and
gravel, which are used for construction. Construction aggregates are an important building material used in
Portland cement concrete, asphalt concrete, plaster, and stucco, and as a road base material. In terms of volume
and price, there is no economically feasible substitute for aggregate products in the construction industry.

The project area is classified as MRZ-2, areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral
deposits are present or where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists (Habel and Campion
1988).

3.11.2 DISCUSSION

a) 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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Goldfields contain several thousand acres of economically valuable sand and
gravel resources, as well as gold (and potentially other precious metals). Western Aggregates owns vested mining
rights for aggregate extraction on 3,900 acres in the Goldfields as confirmed by the State Mining and Geology
Board, Resolution 2010-04 (Atkins 2013:2-5). Cal Sierra also owns gold and other precious metal subsurface
mining interests in the Goldfields (Atkins 2013:16-17). The project area is classified as MRZ-2, meaning that it
contains known mineral resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the state. The 100-year
embankment would be constructed to the west of the area currently identified for future dredger gold mining
activity by Cal Sierra, but not within that area (see Figure 18, “Alternatives 12a and 12b Dredge Conflicts,” MBK
2013:20-21). However, the dredge path is subject to change at any time, and could at some point in the future
intersect the proposed 100-year embankment alignment. Even if the dredger gold mining path was altered, given
the current position of the dredge within the Goldfields and the slow rate at which it moves, it is unlikely that it
would reach the proposed location of the 100-year embankment within the next 10 to 15 years. Because the 100-
year embankment is only intended to protect the area for 10 to 15 years, until such time as a permanent 200-year
flood protection solution could be implemented, the 100-year embankment would not be expected to interfere
with dredger gold mining activities. The alignment for the proposed 100-year embankment would be constructed
within the area planned for aggregate extraction (Atkins 2013:42-43; MBK 2013). However, the amount of
aggregate material required for construction of the 100-year embankment is minimal in comparison to the total
amount of material in the area planned for aggregate extraction (Atkins 2013: 25). Also, aggregate resources are
commonly used as a source of materials for construction of infrastructure such as bridges, roads, berms, and
dams, and are a key ingredient in concrete. Because the 100-year embankment would not be expected to interfere
with dredger gold mining activities or Western Aggregates’ mining reclamation activities within the next 10 to 15
years, and construction of the embankment represents an appropriate use of aggregate resources at the project site,
the impact related to loss of regionally important mineral resources would be less-than-significant.
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on alocal general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

No Impact. The project area is delineated as an economically valuable source of mineral resources in the Yuba
County 2030 General Plan (Yuba County 2008). The Yuba County 2030 General Plan contains policies directing
that land so designated should be protected from preclusive and incompatible land uses so that the mineral
resources within these lands are available when needed (Yuba County 2011). As described under item a) above,
construction of the proposed 100-year embankment would not occur in an area where Cal Sierra is now
conducting, or plans in the future to conduct, gold dredging activities, and use of the existing on-site aggregate to
construct the 100-year embankment is an appropriate use of these mineral resources. Thus, there would be no
impact from loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site.
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3.12 NOISE

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
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XII.  Noise. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise ] ] X ]
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other
applicable local, state, or federal standards?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ] ] X ]
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise ] U] ] X

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ] ] X ]
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

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

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private ] ] X ]
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

This section generally describes the ambient noise environment in the project vicinity, summarizes applicable
noise- and vibration-related standards, and analyzes noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project.
Mitigation measures are presented as required to reduce significant noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.

3.12.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
BASICS OF ENVIRONMENTAL ACOUSTICS AND VIBRATION
Sound, Noise, and Acoustics

Sound is the mechanical energy of a vibrating object transmitted by pressure waves through a liquid or gaseous
medium (e.g., air). Noise is defined as sound that is unwanted (i.e., loud, unexpected, or annoying). Acoustics is
the physics of sound.

The amplitude of pressure waves generated by a sound source determines the perceived loudness of that source.
A logarithmic scale is used to describe sound pressure level in terms of decibels (dB). The threshold of human
hearing (near-total silence) is approximately 0 dB. A doubling of sound energy corresponds to an increase of

3 dB. In other words, when two sources at a given location are each producing sound of the same loudness, the
resulting sound level at a given distance from that location is approximately 3 dB higher than the sound level
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produced by only one of the sources. For example, if one automobile produces a sound pressure level of 70 dB
when it passes an observer, two cars passing simultaneously do not produce 140 dB; rather, they combine to
produce 73 dB.

The perception of loudness can be approximated by filtering frequencies using the standardized A-weighting
network. There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and community
response to noise. All noise levels reported in this section are in terms of A-weighting.

As discussed above, doubling sound energy results in a 3-dB increase in sound. In typical noisy environments,
noise-level changes of 1-2 dB are generally not perceptible by the healthy human ear; however, people can begin
to detect 3-dB increases in noise levels. An increase of 5 dB is generally perceived as distinctly noticeable and a
10-dB increase is generally perceived as a doubling of loudness.

The following are the sound level descriptors most commonly used in environmental noise analysis:

» Equivalent sound level (Lq): An average of the sound energy occurring over a specified time period. In
effect, the L., is the steady-state sound level containing the same acoustical energy as the time-varying sound
that actually occurs during the same period. The 1-hour, A-weighted equivalent sound level (Leqp) is the
energy average of A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 1-hour period.

» Maximum sound level (Lnax): The highest instantaneous sound level measured during a specified period.

» Day-night average level (L4,): The energy average of A-weighted sound levels occurring over a 24-hour
period, with a 10-dB penalty applied to A-weighted sound levels occurring during nighttime hours (10 p.m.—
7a.m.).

Sound from a localized source (i.e., point source) propagates uniformly outward in a spherical pattern, and the
sound level attenuates (decreases) at a rate of 6 dB for each doubling of distance from a point/stationary source.
Roadways and highways and, to some extent, moving trains consist of several localized noise sources on a
defined path; these are treated as “line” sources, which approximate the effect of several point sources. Sound
levels attenuate at a rate of 3 dB for each doubling of distance from a line source. Therefore, noise from a line
source attenuates less with distance than noise from a point source with increased distance.

Groundborne Vibration

Groundborne vibration is energy transmitted in waves through the ground. Vibration attenuates at a rate of
approximately 50% for each doubling of distance from the source. This approach considers only the attenuation
from geometric spreading and tends to provide for a conservative assessment of vibration level at the receiver.

Vibration is an oscillatory motion that can be described in terms of the displacement, velocity, or acceleration.
Vibration is typically described by its peak and root-mean-square (RMS) amplitudes. The RMS value can be
considered an average value over a given time interval. The peak vibration velocity is the same as the “peak
particle velocity” (PPV), generally presented in units of inches per second. PPV is the maximum instantaneous
positive or negative peak of the vibration signal and is generally used to assess the potential for damage to
buildings and structures. The RMS amplitude is typically used to assess human annoyance to vibration.
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ExISTING NOISE CONDITIONS

As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” the project area is located within the Yuba Goldfields in
unincorporated Yuba County, California. The project is generally located on the south side of the lower Yuba
River approximately 10 miles northeast of Marysville, and north of Hammonton-Smartville Road and Beale Air
Force Base (AFB) (Exhibits 1-1 and 2-2).

The closest noise-sensitive uses to the project area are rural/agricultural residential properties in two locations:
along Walnut Avenue just north of the lower Yuba River opposite the northwest corner of the Goldfields, and
south of the project area near the intersection of Brophy Road and Hammonton-Smartville Road. The residential
structures closest to the project area are approximately 2,660-6,100 feet from the primary project construction
areas.

Ambient noise levels were not measured for the proposed project. However, given the rural/agricultural nature of
the land surrounding the project area, ambient noise levels are expected to be quite low—at or below 55 dBA L.,
50 dBA L¢g, and 45 dBA L, during the daytime, evening, and nighttime hours, respectively.

APPLICABLE PLANS, POLICIES AND ORDINANCES ADDRESSING NOISE AND VIBRATION
California Department of Transportation

The California Department of Transportation has developed guidelines for assessing the significance of vibration
produced by transportation and construction sources (Table 3.12-1). These thresholds address the subjective
reactions of people to both short-term vibration (e.g., from temporary construction activities) and long-
term/permanent vibration (e.g., from transit operations).

Table 3.12-1
California Department of Transportation Guidelines on Potential Criteria for Vibration Annoyance

Impact Levels, VdB re: 1 pin/sec (PPV, in/sec)

Human Response

Transient Sources Continuous/Frequent Intermittent Sources
Barely perceptible 80 (0.040) 68 (0.010)
Distinctly perceptible 96 (0.250) 80 (0.040)
Strongly perceptible 107 (0.900) 88 (0.100)
Severe 114 (2.000) 100 (0.400)

Notes: pin/sec = microinches per second; in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity; VdB = vibration decibels

Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include
impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.
Source: Caltrans 2004

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans

In its capacity as the airport land use commission for Yuba County, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
develops and maintains comprehensive land use plans (CLUPS), also known as airport land use compatibility
plans or simply land use compatibility plans, for the county. These plans are intended to protect public health and
safety and ensure compatible land use in areas around public-use airports. Airport land use commissions work
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with cities and counties to ensure consistency between local land-use plans and CLUPs for areas surrounding
public-use airports.

The latest land use compatibility plan for Beale AFB was adopted in March 2011. Chapter 3, Section 1 (Noise) of
this document establishes various land use compatibility criteria for new projects affected by aircraft noise,
including a “Normally Compatible” limit of 80 dB CNEL for industrial, mining, and extraction operations. The
Beale AFB land use compatibility plan contains the latest noise contours for the airport (Exhibit 3.12-1). As
shown, a portion of the project area lies between the 60-dBA and 65-dBA CNEL aircraft noise contours for the
“Current Mission” scenario, which would be applicable to the project.

Yuba County General Plan

The Yuba County 2030 General Plan was adopted on June 7, 2011. Relevant noise- and vibration-related policies
presented in the Public Health & Safety Element of the general plan (Yuba County 2011) are summarized below.

» Policy HS10.3: New developments that would generate or be affected by non-transportation noise shall be
located, designed, and, if necessary, mitigated below maximum levels specified in Table [3.12-2], as
measured at outdoor activity areas of affected noise-sensitive land uses.

» Policy HS10.4: If existing noise levels exceed the maximum allowable levels listed in Table [3.12-2],
projects are required to incorporate mitigation to reduce noise exposure in outdoor activity areas to the
maximum extent feasible and include mitigation to achieve acceptable interior noise levels [defined as 45
dBA L, or less for residential uses].

» Policy HS10.5: The maximum noise level shall not exceed the performance standards shown in Table
[3.12-3], as measured at outdoor activity areas of any affected noise-sensitive land use except:

» If the ambient noise level exceeds the standard in Table [3.12-3], the standard becomes the ambient level
plus 5 dBA.

* Reduce the applicable standards in Table [3.12-3] by 5 decibels if they exceed the existing ambient level
by 10 or more dBA.

» Policy HS10.6: New developments shall provide all feasible noise mitigation to reduce construction and other
short-term noise and vibration impacts as a condition of approval.

» Policy HS10.7: New developments shall ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained and
equipped with noise control components, such as mufflers, in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications.

» Policy HS10.11: Lands within the 65 [dBA] CNEL noise contour of Beale Air Force Base, Yuba County
Airport, and Brownsville Airport shall be maintained in agricultural, open space, commercial, industrial, or
other uses permitted by the subject airport’s adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) and consistent
with the recommendations of the Beale Joint Land Use Study, including noise contours associated with future
hypothetical missions, as appropriate.
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» Policy HS10.15: New developments that would generate substantial long-term vibration shall provide
analysis and mitigation, as feasible, to achieve velocity levels, as experienced at habitable structures of
vibration-sensitive land uses, of less than 78 vibration decibels.

» Policy HS10.16: Mining, forestry, and agricultural noise will not be considered a nuisance when generated in
areas designated by the General Plan for these uses.

Table 3.12-2
Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure from Nontransportation Noise Sources
at Noise-Sensitive Land Uses (Yuba County 2030 General Plan)

Noise Level Descriptor Daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.)
Hourly Leg 60 dBA 45 dBA
Linax 75 dBA 65 dBA

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; Lmax = maximum instantaneous sound level; Leqy = 1-hour equivalent sound level (the sound energy
averaged over a continuous 1-hour period)

This table is adapted from Yuba County 2030 General Plan Table Public Health & Safety-2.

Each of the noise levels specified shall be lowered by 5 dBA for simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily of speech, music, or for
recurring impulsive noises. These noise level standards do not apply to residential units established in conjunction with industrial or
commercial uses (e.g., caretaker dwellings). Noise sensitive land uses include schools, hospitals, rest homes, long-term care facilities,
mental care facilities, residences, and other similar land uses.

Source: Yuba County 2011

Table 3.12-3
Performance Standards for Nontransportation Noise Sources (Yuba County 2030 General Plan)

Cumulative Duration of a Noise Event, Minutes Exterior Noise Level, dBA

(Noise Level Descriptor) Daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.)? Nighttime (10 p.m.~7 a.m.)2
30-60 (Lsp) 50 45
15-30 (Lys) 55 50
5-15 (Lg) 60 55
1.5 (Ly) 65 60
0-1 (Limay) 70 65

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; Lm, = maximum instantaneous sound level; L, = sound level exceeded “n” percent of the time

This table is adapted from Yuba County 2030 General Plan Table Public Health & Safety-3.

! Cumulative duration refers to time within any 1-hour period.

% Each of the noise level standards specified may be reduced by 5 dBA for tonal noise (i.e., a signal which has a particular and unusual pitch)
or for noises consisting primarily of speech of for recurring impulsive noises (i.e., sounds of short duration, usually less than one second, with
an abrupt onset and rapid decay such as the discharge of firearms).

Source: Yuba County 2011

Yuba County Ordinance Code

Chapter 8.20, “Noise Regulations,” of the Yuba County Ordinance Code includes standards aimed at controlling
unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise and vibration in the unincorporated county. In addition, a goal of the
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noise regulations is to maintain quiet in areas exhibiting low noise levels, and to implement programs aimed at
reducing noise in areas of Yuba County where noise levels are above acceptable limits.

The Yuba County Ordinance Code provides regulations that establish the maximum allowable noise levels based
on the land use, time of the day, and ambient noise condition. The code also places restrictions on specific
activities (e.g., construction, musical instruments, amplified sound). Lastly, the Yuba County Ordinance Code
identifies exemptions to the noise regulations for specific activities or special events. The following sections of
the noise regulations are applicable to the proposed project.

Section 8.20.140, “Ambient Base Noise Level”

According to Section 8.20.140, where the measured ambient noise level is less than that designated in

Table 3.12-4, the maximum noise level is applicable. Where the measured ambient noise level is higher than that
designated in Table 3.12-4, noise levels from the offending source(s) must not exceed the measured ambient level
by 5 dB or more.

Table 3.12-4
Yuba County Code Section 8.20.140—Noise Level Standards
Zone Permitted Time Ambient Level (dBA Leg) Maximum Noise Level (dBA Leq)

10 p.m.to 7 a.m. 45 55
Single-family Residential 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 50 60

7am.to7p.m. 55 65

. . . . 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 50 60

Multi-family Residential

7 p.m.to 10 p.m. 55 65
Commercial—BP 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 55 65
Commercial 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 60 70
M1 Anytime 65 75
M2 Anytime 70 80
Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq = 1-hour equivalent sound level (the sound energy averaged over a continuous 1-hour period)
This table is adapted from Section 8.20.140 of the Yuba County Ordinance Code.
Sources: Yuba County Municipal Code; data compiled by AECOM in 2013

Section 8.20.310, “Construction of Buildings and Projects”

Section 8.20.310 of the Yuba County Ordinance Code prohibits unpermitted nighttime construction in or near
residential zones:

It shall be unlawful for any person within a residential zone, or within a radius of 500 feet there from, to
operate equipment or perform any outside construction or repair work on buildings, structures, or projects
or to operate any pile driver, power shovel, pneumatic hammer, derrick, power hoist, or any other
construction type device between the hours of 10 p.m. of one day and 7 a.m. of the following day in such
a manner that a reasonable person of normal sensitiveness residing in the area is caused discomfort or
annoyance unless a permit has been duly obtained beforehand from the Director of the Planning and
Building Services Department as set forth in Section 8.20.710 of the Municipal Code.
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Therefore, it is assumed that noise produced by construction activities occurring between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m.
would be exempt from Yuba County’s noise level criteria. No permit is required to perform emergency work as
defined in Article 1 of Chapter 8.20 of the Yuba County Ordinance Code.

3.12.2 DISCUSSION

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or federal
standards?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Yuba County planning standards presented in Table 3.12-2 were used for
purposes of this analysis. Project-related construction noise at noise-sensitive residential properties (buildings) in
the project vicinity would be considered significant if it would exceed 60 dBA Leqpy during daytime hours

(7 a.m.—10 p.m.) or 45 dBA Leq;y during nighttime hours (10 p.m.—7 a.m.). These are seen as the most restrictive
criteria established by Yuba County, and would provide the most conservative assessment of noise impacts at
existing noise-sensitive uses in the project vicinity.

Project-related construction noise was estimated using the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway
Construction Noise Model and a list of heavy equipment expected to be used. It was assumed that a dozer, front
loader, excavator, dump truck, and water truck could be operated simultaneously at any given time and at any
location in the project area. The unmitigated noise level produced by this combination of equipment would be
approximately 87 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Assuming standard spherical spreading loss (-6 dB per doubling of
distance), the unmitigated construction noise level at the closest existing residential use, approximately 2,660 feet
south of the construction area, was calculated to be 52 dBA L. This result represents the worst-case,
conservative noise exposure because it does not consider noise attenuation associated with ground and
atmospheric absorption. Therefore, actual construction noise levels could be substantially less.

The project construction—related noise levels would not be expected to exceed Yuba County’s daytime limit of
60 dBA L at the closest residential use. Furthermore, project construction would not extend into the nighttime
hours (10 p.m.—7 a.m.), and therefore, construction would not exceed the applicable nighttime threshold of

45 dBA L, Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Project construction-related vibration would result from the use of heavy earth-
moving equipment for area clearing, temporary roadway grading, excavation, and embankment improvement.
These activities would produce a vibration level of approximately 87 vibration decibels (\VdB) (0.089 inch per
second PPV) at a distance of 25 feet (which is the reference vibration level for operation of a large bulldozer
[FTA 2006; Caltrans 2004]). The distance between proposed construction activities and the closest acoustically
sensitive uses would be approximately 2,660 feet. Assuming a standard reduction of 6 VdB per doubling of
distance, the project-related construction vibration level at these receivers would be approximately 46 VdB. This
is well below any established threshold of significance and would not likely be perceptible. Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant.
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C) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

No Impact. The proposed project would involve short-term construction activities only, and would not introduce
any permanent sources of noise. Additionally, the project would not alter the local environment, such as by
increasing the noise production/exposure associated with existing, permanent sources of noise in the project area.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Ambient noise levels at the existing rural residential properties in the project
vicinity are expected to be approximately 55 dBA, 50 dBA, and 45 dBA L.qp;, respectively, during the daytime
(7 a.m.—7 p.m.), evening (7 p.m.—10 p.m.), and nighttime (10 p.m.—7 a.m.) hours. A project-related construction
noise level of +10 dB above the assumed ambient level (Leqrn;) would be considered significant at residential
receivers in the project vicinity. This is based on the Interim Construction Noise Guideline prepared by
Australia’s Department of Environment & Climate Change NSW (2009). This is considered to be an appropriate
impact threshold for temporary noise exposure, like that caused by short-term construction activities.

As discussed under a) above, project-related construction noise levels could be as high as 52 dBA Legpy at
residences closest to the project area. This noise level does not exceed the established threshold of 10 dB above
ambient significance thresholds. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project area is located approximately 2 miles north of Beale AFB, 6.4 miles
north-northeast of the Yuba County Airport, and 6.6 miles east-northeast of the Sutter County Airport. The project
area is located well outside of the areas of influence for both the Yuba County and Sutter County Airports. The
project area, however, is within the area of influence of Beale AFB. As shown in Exhibit 3.12-1, portions of the
project area are located within the 60-dBA CNEL and 65-dBA CNEL aircraft noise contours for Beale AFB.

The project does not propose the addition of any noise-sensitive receivers. Project construction workers would be
exposed to typical noise levels from heavy construction equipment during their daily activities, which would be
substantially louder than noise from aircraft operations at Beale AFB. It is expected that project construction
workers would use hearing protection while working around heavy equipment, which would also reduce their
exposure to aircraft operations noise. This impact would be less than significant.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Less-than-Significant Impact. A small airstrip, the Hammonton airstrip, is located approximately 1 mile east of
the Goldfields, east of Hammonton Road, and 3.5 miles north of Beale AFB. This airstrip was known to be active
as of 2009 (Aerofiles 2009). However, the project does not propose the addition of any noise-sensitive receivers.
Furthermore, exposure of construction workers to typical noise levels from heavy construction equipment during
their daily activities would be greater than the noise levels from aircraft that may use the Hammonton airstrip, and
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project construction workers would use hearing protection while working around heavy equipment further
reducing their exposure to aircraft noise. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

XI11. Population and Housing. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] ] ] X
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing homes, ] ] ] X
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, ] ] ] X
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

This section summarizes existing population and housing conditions in Yuba County. It presents estimates of
changes to those conditions that could be created with implementation of the proposed project, or changes that
could trigger adverse physical effects on the region.

3.13.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

POPULATION

The project site is located within the Yuba Goldfields in unincorporated Yuba County. The Goldfields encompass
approximately 6,855 acres along the south side of the Yuba River near Daguerre Point Dam, approximately 10
miles northeast of Marysville.

Yuba County has experienced population growth in the recent past, and this growth is forecast to continue. The
California Department of Finance (DOF) estimates that Yuba County’s total population increased from 60,219 in
2000 to 72,155 in 2010, or a 20% increase over the 10-year period (DOF 2012a, 2012b). Approximately 78% of
the 2010 population resided in the unincorporated areas of the county and 22% in incorporated areas (DOF
2012b).

Yuba County’s projected growth rate through 2060 is projected to be the second-highest in the state after
neighboring Sutter County (Yuba County 2011a:4.10-10). Yuba County is expected to add 96,530 new residents
by 2060, for a total of 168,685 (DOF 2013). This represents an increase of 134% over the 2010 estimated
population.

HouUSING

According to DOF, the total number of housing units in Yuba County increased from 22,636 in 2000 to 27,635 in
2010 (DOF 2012b). The county’s housing growth rate was approximately 22%, with the supply and composition
of housing changing little in this period. Approximately 72% of housing units were single-family homes and the
average household size was 2.92 (considered to be a relatively large household) (DOF 2012b).
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In 2010, the total number of housing units in the unincorporated area of Yuba County was 21,116 units, which
represents approximately 76% of the total housing units in the county as a whole (DOF 2012c¢). The bulk of new
housing construction has occurred in the unincorporated communities of Linda, Olivehurst, Arboga, and Plumas
Lake (Yuba County 2011a:4.10-10).

3.13.2 DISCUSSION

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. Implementing the proposed project would involve constructing an embankment in the Goldfields.
Construction activities would require up to 14 employees on peak construction days. The source of the
construction labor force is unknown at this time, but workers would likely come from the local labor pool and
union hiring halls. These jobs would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth.

The overall project purpose is to provide 100-year flood protection to the Reclamation District (RD) 784 service
area, which consists of approximately 29,000 acres in urban southwest Yuba County, including part or all of the
communities of Linda, Olivehurst, Arboga, and Plumas Lake. As discussed in Section 3.10, “Land Use and
Planning,” local land use decisions are within the jurisdiction of Yuba County, which has adopted a general plan
consistent with state law. The Yuba County 2030 General Plan (County General Plan) (Yuba County 2011b)
provides an overall framework for growth and development in the county, including RD 784. Flood protection
provided by the proposed project would allow for growth and development within the RD 784 service area
consistent with current and/or planned population growth patterns identified within the County General Plan and
would not affect the population goals as outlined in the County General Plan. Because the proposed project would
not involve constructing new homes or businesses or extending roadways or other infrastructure, it would not
directly or indirectly induce population growth. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing homes, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. Construction of the proposed project would occur on undeveloped land that already contains flood
control features and is used for gold mining and aggregate production. Because there are no existing residences on
or near the project site, implementing the proposed project would not displace existing housing or necessitate the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No Impact. Construction of the proposed project would occur on land that already contains flood control features
and is used for gold mining and aggregate production. Because there are no existing residences on or near the
project site, implementing the proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people or necessitate
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated
XIV. Public Services. Would the project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public
services:
Fire protection? ] ] ] X
Police protection? ] ] ] X
Schools? ] ] ] X
Parks? ] ] ] X
Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

3.14.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site lies primarily within the Smartsville Fire Protection District (Yuba County 2009:1PS-17). The
Yuba County Sheriff’s Department and the California Highway Patrol provide law enforcement services in the
unincorporated portions of Yuba County (Yuba County 2011:4.12-5).There are no schools, parks, or other public
facilities at or near the project site.

3.14.2 DISCUSSION

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

Fire protection?

No Impact. The project site would continue to be served by the Smartsville Fire Protection District (FPD). The
closest fire station within the Smartsville FPD is Fire Station 41 located at 8459 Blue Gravel Road, Smartsville,
California (Yuba County 2009:1SP-23). Fire Station 41 is located approximately 5 miles east of the easternmost
point of the project site. Implementing the proposed project would involve constructing an embankment in the
Goldfields, Project construction and operation would not create new housing or other structures, and therefore,
would not require additional fire protection facilities. Furthermore, access to the site would be maintained during
construction in accordance with Yuba County fire policies and regulations. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Police protection?

No Impact. The project site would continue to be served by the Yuba County Sheriff’s Department and
California Highway Patrol. The closest Sheriff’s Department locations are the Sheriff’s Office at 215 Fifth Street
in Marysville and the West Linda Substation at 5829 Feather River Boulevard, also in Marysville. The main
Sheriff’s Office is located just over 5 miles west of the westernmost point of the project site. The West Linda
Substation is located approximately 5.5 miles southwest of the westernmost point of the project site.
Implementing the proposed project would involve constructing an embankment in the Goldfields, and would not
require additional police protection facilities or services. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Schools?

No Impact. The proposed project would not provide any new housing or a large number of employment
opportunities. Therefore, the project would not generate new students or increase the demand on the local school
systems. No impact would occur.

Parks?

No Impact. The proposed project would not provide any new housing or a large number of employment
opportunities. Therefore, the project would not generate new residents who would require new or expanded park
facilities. No impact would occur.

Other public facilities?

No Impact. No public facilities exist in the project area that would be affected by construction or operation of the
proposed project. Therefore, no impact on other public facilities would occur.
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3.15 RECREATION

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

XV. Recreation. Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and ] ] X ]
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the U] ] ] X
construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

3.15.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project area is located along the south side of the lower Yuba River approximately 10 miles northeast of
Marysville. The City of Marysville operates 15 parks within the city limits—Ilarge community parks,
neighborhood parks in residential areas, and passive parks on small landscaped parcels of city-owned property
(City of Marysville 2013).

Other than the Olivehurst Public Utility District, which manages the park system in Olivehurst and in the Plumas
Lake Specific Plan area, Yuba County government is the primary provider of park facilities in unincorporated
Yuba County. Among these facilities are Friendship and Fernwood Parks in Linda (Yuba County 2008:10), about
5 miles from the project site. The Yuba County Department of Public Works operates several county parks, such
as Hammon Grove Park, a regional day-use-only park. The park is located on just over 40 acres along the north
side of the Yuba River where Dry Creek meets the river, just east (upstream) of the Goldfields, and provides
general (non-boating) river access among other amenities. The land is a remnant of Wendell P. Hammon’s vast
dredging operation and thus retains signs of the quartz mining operation that occurred there (Yuba County 2013a).
Regionally, the City of Wheatland has a few neighborhood parks, a community park, and a special-use park; some
of the rural communities also maintain park facilities, such as Ponderosa Park, a large community park in
Brownsville (Yuba County 2008:10).

The lower Yuba—the 24-mile stretch of river from downstream of Englebright Dam downstream to the
confluence with the Feather River just south of Marysville—is home to a primarily catch-and-release fly fishing
community. The river, particularly immediately above and below the State Route (SR) 20 bridge east of the
Goldfields, supports a prolific wild rainbow trout fishery. The section closest to Daguerre Point Dam and the
Goldfields supports rainbow trout, American shad, smallmouth and striped bass, as well as salmon at times
(FishwithJD 2013; Milne 2013). Daguerre Point Dam is considered an obstacle to both boats and anadromous fish
(Fly Fishing Specialties 2013). River access is limited and motor boating is prohibited above the dam (Center for
Collaborative Policy 2008:2). Other recreational facilities for boaters, fishermen, campers, and other recreationists
are available at New Bullards Bar Reservoir, Camp Far West Reservoir, Collins Lake, and Lake Francis Resort,
located in eastern Yuba County farther afield from the project vicinity (Yuba County 2013b).
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The lower Yuba River in the project vicinity is also a spot for casual rafting and tubing, and for canoes and
kayaks. The river is considered suitable for whitewater paddlers with skill levels ranging from beginner with fast-
water experience to intermediate (Class I-11) (Trails.com 2013). River access for rafting and tubing is available at
the end of Hallwood Boulevard, located on the north side of the river just west (downstream) of the Goldfields,
and at Parks Bar, located where SR 20 crosses the river near Smartsville (about 10 miles east [upstream] of the
project site). Rafters who float downstream from Parks Bar must get out and go around Daguerre Point Dam, then
get back onto the river for their final destination, Shad Pad under the E Street Bridge in Marysville. (Historic
Downtown Marysville 2013.) Boat access to the Yuba River is available from Beckwourth Riverfront Park in
Marysville. This large city-run complex includes a golf driving range, soccer fields, a nature area, a pavilion and
picnicking area, a boat ramp, softball fields, and a BMX track (City of Marysville 2013).

Also part of the complex at Beckwourth Riverfront Park is E-Street MX, accessed off North Beale Road in
Marysville, just east of SR 70 and south of the Yuba River. Amenities include an intermediate-level main track
and beginner-level pee wee track for motorcycles and all-terrain vehicles, and a beginner-level track; the track
also hosts special events such as motocross schools (RiderPlanet USA 2013; E-Street MX 2013). Other
motorsports activities occur at Marysville Raceway Park on Simpson Lane in Marysville, which includes racing
events and a go-kart track (VisitYubaSutter.com 2013). Farther afield is the Clay Pit State Vehicular Recreation
Area in Oroville, located about 36 miles from the project site.

Recreational opportunities within the Goldfields are limited because much of the land is either in private
ownership for current aggregate mining or is owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and not public. (See
Section 2.4.1, “Land Ownership,” and Exhibit 2-4 in Chapter 2, “Project Description.”) Land owned by the U.S.
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is considered public land, and off-highway vehicle (OHV) use is believed to
occur in the portion of the Goldfields that is owned by BLM. However, none of the officially designated OHV
areas on BLM-managed lands in California are located in Yuba County (BLM 2013a), nor does the list of OHV
authorized locations maintained by BLM’s Mother Lode Field Office include any location in Yuba County (BLM
2013b). Thus, any OHV use on the BLM-owned portion of the Goldfields is considered an informal, tolerated use
only.

The Sierra Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) (BLM 2007) provides direction for management of
BLM lands in the Goldfields and elsewhere in the plan area, which includes BLM lands in Yuba County and 14
other central California counties. The plan notes that (as in the project area) parcels covered in the plan are
thoroughly intermixed with private property, and that access to public land is often limited or nonexistent; such
lack of legal access encourages trespass across private property to reach public land (BLM 2007:1-2 and 1-3).
Participants in OHV use are finding it increasingly difficult to recreate where people do not object to their
activities (BLM 2007:1-4). Furthermore, BLM’s plan found alternatives to increase OHV use would be infeasible
because they would exacerbate conflicts with adjacent private landowners (BLM 2007:2-2). The plan does not
specifically prohibit or restrict OHV use on BLM land in the Goldfields.

Common to all alternatives analyzed in the RMP is BLM’s aim to facilitate public use in the Yuba Goldfields
through land exchanges, sales, or other appropriate means (BLM 2007:2-59). Similarly, the Yuba County Parks
Master Plan proposes eventual creation of a regional trail system in the Goldfields as part of a future Yuba River
Regional Park, once much of the land currently used for aggregate extraction has been reclaimed for other uses
(Yuba County 2008:41, 43).
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3.15.2 DISCUSSION

a) 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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Increases in permanent demand for recreational facilities typically are associated
with substantial population increases, either because new residences have been constructed or because a major job
generator has been created that would indirectly increase the number of residents in an area. As a flood protection
project on a rural site, much of which is currently being mined for aggregate, the proposed project would not
involve constructing new residences. The project also would not be a major job generator; only 14 employees
would be required on peak construction days. These construction workers likely would be local residents. Project
construction workers may use parks and recreational facilities in Marysville and elsewhere in the project vicinity.
However, because such a small number of workers would be needed for the project, their use of area recreational
facilities would not cause the demand for such facilities to increase substantially, thus accelerating the facilities’
physical deterioration.

The proposed project also would not adversely affect existing recreational resources in a permanent manner.
Recreation by rafters and tubers on and anglers along the lower Yuba River would not be affected by project
construction because they typically access the river from off-site locations both upstream and downstream of the
Goldfields, and no on-water construction work would be required. OHV riders are believed to use the portion of
the Goldfields that is public land owned by BLM; however, as shown in Exhibit 2-4, “Yuba Goldfields Land
Ownership,” in Chapter 2, this portion of the Goldfields is located northeast of the project site. Thus, the area that
may be used by OHV riders would not be affected by project construction. Furthermore, OHV riders can access
other, more formalized (privately operated and state-operated) OHV facilities in Marysville and the region.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not have any long-term substantial effects on recreational facilities
and uses. Existing recreational uses would not be permanently altered. This impact would be less than significant.

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact. The proposed project is a flood protection project. The project does not include proposals for new
housing. Further, the project would not include any recreational facilities, nor would it require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Thus, no
impact would occur.
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3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

XVI. Transportation/Traffic. Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or ] ] X ]
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion ] ] X ]
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including Ol ] ] X
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

OO
0
X X
0

3.16.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
STATE HIGHWAYS

State Route (SR) 70, located approximately 6 miles from the project area, is the primary state highway providing
access to the project area. Two other state highways are located in or near the project vicinity: SR 65, which meets
SR 70 southwest of the project vicinity in Olivehurst and continues southeast into Placer County; and SR 20,
which meets SR 70 west of the project vicinity in the city of Marysville and continues northeast across the Yuba
River from the project site. Most of Yuba County’s main areas of traffic congestion are located along SR 70,

SR 65, SR 20, and bridges across the Yuba and Feather Rivers (Yuba County 2011a:Community Development-56).

LocAL ROADWAYS

Local access to the project construction area would be provided by existing access roads to and within the
Goldfields. Main access to the Goldfields would be from Hammonton-Smartville Road and then along Brophy
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Road or Hammonton Road (main access) to the interior of the Goldfields (Exhibit 2-2). Hammonton-Smartville
Road is a collector road, defined in the Yuba County General Plan as “a two-lane roadway that collects traffic
from adjacent developments and delivers that traffic to Freeways, Highways, and Arterials” (Yuba County
2011a:Community Development-54). For major (rural) collector roads such as Hammonton-Smartville Road, the
Yuba County General Plan’s threshold for peak-hour level of service is 120 trips for Level of Service A (free-
flow travel) (Yuba County 2011a:Community Development-71). Brophy Road and Hammonton Road are both
two-lane local roads.

Truck traffic represents a considerable amount of total traffic on certain state highways and county roads. The
local roadways in the project vicinity are commonly used for access to and from gold mining and aggregate
production operations conducted in the Goldfields by Cal Sierra Development, Inc., and Western Aggregates, and
thus typically accommodate substantial truck traffic. For example, approximately 17% of traffic on Hammonton-
Smartville Road east of Simpson Lane (thus, in the project vicinity) consists of trucks with three or more axles
(Yuba County 2011b:4.13-8).

BiCcYCLE FACILITIES

The Yuba County Bikeway Master Plan calls for a future Class 111 Bike Route with multiuse shoulder along
Hammonton-Smartville Road in the project vicinity (Yuba County 2012:Figure 9). Currently, however, the
closest bicycle facility to the project area is a bicycle lane (Class Il) located along portions of Hammonton-
Smartville Road just east of Simpson Lane in Linda (Yuba County 2011b:Exhibit 4.13-6). This bicycle facility is
located approximately 2.2 miles and 4.3 miles, respectively, southwest of the Brophy and Hammonton Road
accesses to the interior of the Goldfields.

AIRPORTS

One military base and two general-aviation airports are located in the project vicinity. The project site is located
approximately 2 miles north of Beale Air Force Base (AFB); 6.4 miles north-northeast of the general-aviation
Yuba County Airport, located in Olivehurst; and 6.6 miles east-northeast of the Sutter County Airport. As noted
in Section 3.12, “Noise,” the project is located well outside of the areas of influence for both the Yuba County
Airport and Sutter County Airport, but is within the area of influence of Beale AFB. Hammonton-Smartville Road
is one of two access points to Beale AFB (the other is Beale Road, located to the south). A small airstrip, the
Hammonton airstrip, is located east of the Goldfields, east of Hammonton Road, 3.5 miles north of Beale AFB.
This airstrip was known to be active as of 2009 (Aerofiles 2009).

TRANSIT

No transit facilities are located in the project area. Yuba-Sutter Transit provides public transportation within the
project vicinity, offering a combination of advance-reservation and scheduled bus services from selected rural
cities and communities to the Marysville/Yuba City urban area. The closest bus route to the project area is Route
6, the Linda Shuttle, which provides service along Hammonton-Smartville Road as far east as Alberta Avenue
(Yuba-Sutter Transit 2010), about 2.6 miles from the nearest (Brophy Road) access to the project site. Routes 1
and 3 also provide service along North Beale Road to Yuba College, located approximately 6 miles southwest of
the Yuba Goldfields (Yuba-Sutter Transit 2010). In addition, one of the system’s rural routes, the Wheatland
Route, provides service on Tuesdays and Thursdays only to the North Beale Transit Center off SR 70 at North
Beale Road, about 7.7 miles from the Brophy Road access to the Goldfields (Yuba-Sutter Transit 2013).
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RAILROADS

The Union Pacific Railroad operates two freight lines in Yuba County. One of the lines parallels SR 70; the other
parallels SR 65 (and then SR 70) from Placer County into Marysville and then northwesterly into Sutter and Butte
Counties (Yuba County 2011a:Community Development-85). These lines are located approximately 5 miles from
the project site at their closest point.

3.16.2 DISCUSSION

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Work for the proposed 100-year embankment would occur within the existing
Yuba Goldfields site. As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” the fill material used for the proposed
embankment would be taken from areas of the Goldfields that exceed the required flood protection elevation or
from areas located outside of the 100-year embankment geometry. No long hauls of material would be necessary
and public roadways would not be affected. Thus, truck trips off-site would likely be limited to those needed for
initial construction staging and demobilization at the beginning and end of each construction season. Construction
worker vehicles would use the local transportation network, including Hammonton-Smartville Road, but the
project would require a maximum of only 14 construction workers at any given time. Thus, construction-related
traffic would not conflict with thresholds established by the Yuba County General Plan, or with provisions of
Chapter 9, “Vehicle Traffic Roads,” of the Yuba County Code of Ordinances; the Yuba County Bikeway Master
Plan; or any other existing traffic plans. Construction activities may marginally increase traffic on Hammonton-
Smartville Road, Hammonton Road, and Brophy Road; however, the effects would be temporary and short term.
This impact would be less than significant.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Unlike some other counties, Yuba County does not have a congestion
management program whose circulation policies must be followed (Yuba County 2011b:4.13-2). Furthermore, the
increased traffic resulting from project construction would be short term and temporary. As mentioned under a)
above, truck trips off-site would be limited to those needed at the start and conclusion of construction, and other
trips would be limited to commute trips by up to 14 construction workers at a time. Therefore, the proposed
project would not add sufficient trips to degrade levels of service and would not conflict with an applicable
congestion management program. This impact would be less than significant.

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The Yuba Goldfields are located approximately 2 miles north of Beale AFB and about 6.4 and 6.6
miles, respectively, from the Yuba County and Sutter County Airports. The project site is also located in the
vicinity of the Hammonton airstrip. However, implementing the proposed project would not require the use of
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helicopters or any other equipment that would result in substantial safety risks by increasing air traffic levels or
changing the location of air traffic. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. As stated in a) above, project construction would occur entirely within the existing Goldfields site.
Available borrow material is readily available from adjacent areas within the project site, so construction vehicles
would not be required to haul materials from off-site. The proposed project would not result in alterations to
existing public roadways such as Hammonton-Smartville Road. Thus, the safety of the local transportation
network would not be affected. Project operation would not result in any changes in land uses and would not alter
the compatibility of uses served by the roadway network. Therefore, no impact would occur.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction work for the proposed project would occur only within the existing
Goldfields site; therefore, there would be no need to interrupt traffic on any roadway. As described above,
construction-related traffic increases would be minimal relative to roadway capacity, would be temporary, and
would occur in an area with low levels of traffic. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in traffic delays
that could substantially increase emergency response times or reduce emergency vehicle access. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Less-than-Significant Impact. No public transit or bicycle facilities are provided in the project area. The nearest
bus and bicycle facilities extend along Hammonton-Smartville Road to within approximately 2.6 miles and 2.2
miles, respectively, of the nearest Goldfields access road (Brophy Road). As described above, truck trips off-site
would be limited to those needed at the start and conclusion of construction, and other trips would be limited to
commute trips by up to 14 construction workers at a time. Thus, construction-related traffic would be minimal and
would not interfere with Yuba-Sutter Transit routes or service or with operation of bicycle facilities in the project
vicinity. The project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, nor would it otherwise decrease the performance of such facilities. This impact would be
less than significant.
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3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gM. o Significant No Impact
itigation
Impact Impact
Incorporated
XVII. Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the ] ] ] X

applicable Regional Water Quality Control

Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water ] ] ] X

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm ] ] ] X
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve ] ] ] X
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater ] ] ] X
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 a landfill with sufficient permitted ] ] X ]

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and ] ] ] X
regulations related to solid waste?

3.17.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site does not currently require any water supply, nor does it generate any wastewater or solid waste.

Solid waste in Yuba County is disposed of at the Recology Ostrom Road landfill located in Wheatland, California
(CalRecycle 2013). The facility is permitted to accept municipal solid waste, wastewater treatment sludge,
construction and demolition debris, green waste and food waste, contaminated soils, and nonfriable asbestos
(Recology 2013).

3.17.2 DiSCUSSION

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

No Impact. Implementing the proposed project would involve constructing an embankment in the Goldfields.
Construction activities would require up to 14 employees on peak construction days. The source of the
construction labor force is unknown at this time, but workers would likely come from the local labor pool and
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union hiring halls. The project would not result in the development of housing or otherwise increase the
population of Yuba County. No new structures would be erected on the site. There would be no need for water or
wastewater service on site. Therefore, no expansion of existing or construction of new water or wastewater
facilities would be required, and wastewater treatment requirements would not be exceeded. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

b) Require or 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?

No Impact. As discussed under a) above, the proposed project would not require water or wastewater service.
Therefore, expansion of existing or construction of new water or wastewater facilities would not be required and
no impact would occur.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

No Impact. No stormwater drainage facilities are located on the project site. Stormwater flows along natural
grades into existing dredge ponds. The proposed project would increase flood protection in the project area
through the construction of an embankment designed to intercept and block breach flows. The proposed project
would not introduce impervious surfaces to the area, and, therefore, would not produce substantial amounts of
runoff while retaining all stormwater runoff on site. Therefore, no new or expanded storm drainage facilities
would be required, and no impact would occur.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

No Impact. The proposed project would not construct uses that would require a public water supply. Application
of water for dust control during construction would be required. However, water for this activity would be
limited, and delivered by water trucks or pumped from on-site ponds. Therefore, no new or expanded water
supply entitlements would be needed, and no impact would occur.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 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?

No Impact. As noted under a) and b) above, the proposed project would not generate any wastewater. Therefore,
the proposed project would not exceed a wastewater treatment provider’s capacity, and no impact would occur.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would not include any demolition or other
similar activities that would generate solid waste. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” the fill
material needed to construct the project would be taken either from adjacent areas that exceed the required flood
protection elevation for the 100-year embankment, or from portions of the surrounding embankment located
outside of the required embankment geometry. Thus, construction would not generate solid waste or fill material
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that would require disposal. Operation of the proposed project would not generate solid waste. Any solid waste
generated during construction would be incidental and disposed in a local landfill. The Recology Ostrom Road
landfill would receive any solid waste from the project site. Because this facility has an expected closure date of
2066 (Recology 2013), it is anticipated that this facility could accommodate the small amount of solid waste that
could be generated during construction of the proposed project. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.

0) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

No Impact. As discussed under f) above, any solid waste generated by the proposed project would be disposed at
the Recology Ostrom Road landfill. Transportation and disposal would be in accordance with all applicable
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. Because the proposed project would comply with all federal,
state, and local statutes and regulations, no impact would occur.
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3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gM. S Significant No Impact
itigation
Impact Impact
Incorporated

XVIIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

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

b) Does the project have impacts that are ] ] X ]
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.)

c) Does the project have environmental effects ] ] X ]
that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083, 21083.5.

Reference: Government Code Sections 65088.4.
Public Resources Code Sections 21080, 21083.5, 21095; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th
357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the
Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.

3.18.1 DISCUSSION

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

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The analysis conducted in this IS concludes that
the proposed project with mitigation would not have a significant effect on the environment. As evaluated in
Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” the proposed project could have potential adverse effects on special-status
animals, nesting birds, and sensitive habitat. However, with implementation of mitigation measures included in
Section 3.4, these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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Sections 3.5.4(b) and (d) above provide mitigation for the potential for undiscovered/unknown cultural remains or
unknown prehistoric burials. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 would reduce potential
prehistory impacts to less-than-significant levels.

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary impacts that
would be primarily limited to the project site. Although impacts related to resources such as air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic would contribute to regional impacts, these impacts when combined with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity would not be cumulatively
considerable, primarily because of the relative small size of the proposed project. Also, as noted in Section 3.3,
“Air Quality,” construction-generated and operational emissions would not exceed applicable thresholds
established by the Feather River Air Quality Management District. Thus, the proposed project would not be
expected to result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact
associated with air pollutant emissions.

As discussed in this IS, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts or no impacts on the
following areas: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and planning,
mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, and
utilities and service systems. Furthermore, mitigation measures have been included in this IS that would reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level in the following areas: air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality. Therefore, all impacts
would be less than significant or would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through incorporation of
required mitigation measures, and the proposed project would not make a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to significant cumulative adverse impacts on those resource areas. The incremental effects of the
proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. This impact would be less than significant.

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed throughout this IS, construction and operation of the proposed
project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. The proposed
project is intended to provide 100-year flood protection. Mitigation measures are provided to reduce the proposed
project’s potentially significant effects on air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils,
hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality to a less-than-significant level. Thus,
construction and operation of the proposed project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly. This impact would be less than significant.
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Yuba Goldfields (TRLIA)
Construction Emissions Summary (Mitigated)

Emissions Summary

tons MT
Construction Phase ROG NOy co PM,, PM, 5 CO,e
Grading 0.1 0.8 0.5 |- 141.78
Construction Equipment 0.10 0.77 0.39 0.03 0.03 111.44
Water Trucks 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.77
Worker Vehicles/Work Trucks 0.01 0.03 0.11 0.00 0.00 25.57
Fugitive Dust (Ibs/day) 46.73 9.72
Grading (avg daily Ibs or max daily Ibs) 3 25 16 48 11




Yuba Goldfields (TRLIA)
Construction Emissions Summary

Emissions Summary

tons MT
Construction Phase ROG NOy co PM,, PM, 5 CO,e
Grading 0.1 0.8 0.5 |- 141.78
Construction Equipment 0.10 0.77 0.39 0.03 0.03 111.44
Water Trucks 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.77
Worker Vehicles/Work Trucks 0.01 0.03 0.11 0.00 0.00 25.57
Fugitive Dust (Ibs/day) 186.91 38.88
Grading (avg daily Ibs or max daily Ibs) 3 25 16 188 40




Yuba Goldfields
Construction Exhaust Emissions

OFF-ROAD CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT Emissions Summary (tons)
Equipment Equipment Category Number |Total Hours |Total Days ROG NOy co PMy, PM, 5 MT CO,e
Project Grading See CalEEMod outputs 0.10 0.77 0.39 0.03 0.03 111.44 | CalEEMod
Total Emisisons 0.28 2.01 1.08 0.09 0.09 313.73
WATER TRUCKS Pollutants (total tons)
Operational | Average Total
Phase/Activity Vehicle Types Time Speed Mileage ROG NO, co PM;, PM,5 | MTCO,e
Project Grading
Water Truck 8 5 2,592 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 5
Total Emissions | 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.00| 0.00| 9.01
WORKER VEHICLES Total Emission (tons) Total Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Average
Daily Total
Category Average Daily Workers Distance Mileage Mileage ROG NOy co PMy, PM, 5 CO2e ROG NOy co PMyo PM, 5 CO2e
Project Grading
Worker Vehicles 10 40 800 51,840 0.00 0.03 0.09 0.00 0.00 19.67
Work Trucks 2 120 240 15,552 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 5.90




Yuba Goldfields

Construction Fugitive PM Dust Emissions

Construction Parameter Units Project
Total Acres Disturbed acres 101.6
Maximum Daily Acres Disturbed acres/day 0.91
On-Site Cut/Fill cubic yards 442,873
Off-Site Cut/Fill cubic yards 400,044
Average Haul Distance feet 400
Average Push Distance feet 100
Proposed Project
Emissions Emissions
PMy, PM, 5
Emission Factors Value Units (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
High Level of Detail
Standard 0.13|lb/ac-work hr 0.95 0.20
Onsite Cut/Fill 0.21|Ib/ton-mile 15.88 3.30
Offsite Cut/Fill 0.62|lb/ton-mile 170.08 35.38
Total Unmitigated 186.91 38.88
Full Mitigation 46.73 9.72




Estimated Ton-Miles of Exported Soil

(Input for High-Level of Detail for Fugitive Dust from Off-Site Haulage in URBEMIS)

Project Name:

Building ID:

Excavation
Number of Haul Trucks per Day
Total Cut/Fill Volume

Total Number of Haul Trucks
Number of Months for Excavation
Cubic Yard Moved Per Day
Ton-Mile per Day Calculation
Soil Type

Soil Density (9g/m3)

Soil Density (Ibs/CY)

Soil Density
(tons/CY)

Haul Distance
(Round Trip On-Site)

Ton-Miles per Day

Input

Input

Input

Input

Input

Input

|Yuba Goldfields (On-Site Cut/Fill [movement by scraper])

|on-Site CuvFill

442,873

i

394

Clay
1.20

2,023

1.01

CYy

g/cm3
Ibs/CY

tons/CY

Soil Type Dry Density (g/cm3)
Sand 1.52
Sandy Loam 1.44
Loam 1.36
Silt Loam 1.28
Clay Loam 1.28
Clay 1.20

Note: Dry density in most soils varies
within the range 1.1 to 1.6

> Haul truck trips per day * 20 CY/truck * tons/CY * miles/trip




Estimated Ton-Miles of Exported Soil

(Input for High-Level of Detail for Fugitive Dust from Off-Site Haulage in URBEMIS)

Project Name:

Building ID:

Excavation
Number of Haul Trucks per Day
Total Cut/Fill Volume

Total Number of Haul Trucks
Number of Months for Excavation
Haul Truck Trips per Day
Ton-Mile per Day Calculation
Soil Type

Soil Density (9g/m3)

Soil Density (Ibs/CY)

Soil Density
(tons/CY)

Haul Distance
(Round Trip On-Site)

Ton-Miles per Day

Input

Input

Input

Input

Input

Input

|Yuba Goldfields (Off-Site Cut/Fill [movement by truck])

|ofi-Site Cuv/Fill

Soil Type Dry Density (g/cm3)
Sand 1.52
Sandy Loam 1.44
Loam 1.36
Silt Loam 1.28
Clay Loam 1.28
Clay 1.20

Note: Dry density in most soils varies
within the range 1.1 to 1.6

> Haul truck trips per day * 20 CY/truck * tons/CY * miles/trip




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 7/17/2013

Yuba Goldfields
Feather River AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 3.4 Utility Company

Climate Zone 3 Precipitation Freq (Days) 67

1.3 User Entered Comments

Project Characteristics -
Land Use -

Construction Phase - PD
Off-road Equipment - PD
Off-road Equipment - pD
Off-road Equipment - PD

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary

1of2



3.2 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx (6{0) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- |Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total C0O2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road * 010 ' 077 ' 039 ' 0.00 ' 0.03 0.03 0.03 003 * 000 ! 11127 * 11127 * 001 ' 000 ! 111.44
Total 0.10 0.77 0.39 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 111.27 111.27 0.01 0.00 111.44
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx (6{0) S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- |Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total C0O2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 000 * 000 ' 000 ' 0.00 000 ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 * 000 ' 000 ! 000 ! 000 ' 000 ' 000
----------- T T e R R L I e I I I T T T e
Vendor = 0.00 ' 000 ' 000 ' 0.00 000 ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 * 000 ' 000 ! 000 ! 000 ' 000 ' 000
----------- T T e R R L I e I I I T T T e
Worker = 0.00 ' 000 ' 000 ' 0.00 000 ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 * 000 ' 000 ! 000 ! 000 ' 000 ' 000
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

20f2
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825

August 13, 2013
Document Number: 130813115255

Nick Tomera

AECOM

2020 L Street Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95811

Subject: Species List for Goldfields 100-Year Flood Protection Project
Dear: Interested party

We are sending this official species list in response to your August 13, 2013 request for
information about endangered and threatened species. The list covers the California counties
and/or U.S. Geological Survey 72 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 November 11, 2013.
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 here.

Endangered Species Division

TAKE PRIDE"E 4
INAM ER ICA—.}‘

http://www .fws.gov/sacramento/es species/lists/es species lists auto-letter.cfm 8/13/2013



Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office Species List

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office

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: 130813115255

Database Last Updated: September 18, 2011

Quad Lists
Listed Species

Invertebrates
Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp (E)
Branchinecta lynchi
Critical habitat, vernal pool fairy shrimp (X)
vernal pool fairy shrimp (T)
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
valley elderberry longhorn beetle (T)
Lepidurus packardi
Critical habitat, vernal pool tadpole shrimp (X)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp (E)
Fish
Acipenser medirostris
green sturgeon (T) (NMFS)
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
Rana draytonii
California red-legged frog (T)
Reptiles
Thamnophis gigas
giant garter snake (T)
Plants
Pseudobahia bahiifolia
Hartweg's golden sunburst (E)

Candidate Species
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Birds
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
Western yellow-billed cuckoo (C)

Quads Containing Listed, Proposed or Candidate Species:

SMARTVILLE (543A)
BROWNS VALLEY (543B)
WHEATLAND (543C)
CAMP FAR WEST (543D)
YUBA CITY (544A)
OLIVEHURST (544D)
LOMA RICA (559C)
OREGON HOUSE (559D)
HONCUT (560D)

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 72 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.

o 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
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list. Plants may exist in an area without ever having been detected there. You can find out
what's in the 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
and/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 include any proposed and candidate species on your list.
See our Protocol and Recovery Permits pages.

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 prepared 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, as amended. Section 9 of the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of
a federally listed wildlife species. Take is defined by the Act as "to harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, 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 §17.3).

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two
procedures:

e If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that may
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 to
avoid or minimize the impact on listed species and their habitat. Such consultation would result
in a biological opinion by the Service addressing the anticipated effect of the project on listed and
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 are
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 and
indirect impacts to listed species and compensates for project-related loss of habitat. You should
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 considerations or protection. They provide needed space for growth and
normal behavior; food, water, 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 not restricted unless there is Federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to
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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 our Map Room page.

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 of your project.

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.
More info

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 to 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 of this office at (916) 414-6520.

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
November 11, 2013.
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