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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) has been prepared to identify and assess 
the anticipated environmental impacts of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) and Cramer Fish Sciences (CFS) proposed 
Lancaster Road Side Channel & Floodplain Restoration Project (project).  This is an EA/IS 
document prepared by USFWS AFRP and CFS that will satisfy both the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The project site is 
located on the Stanislaus River, near river mile (RM) 48, accessible via Lancaster Road off 
Highway 108/120 (Figure 1).  Approximately 3 ac (1.2 ha) of potential floodplain and 655 ft (199 
m) of side channel habitat are available to be recovered.  The proposed project will reclaim the 
remnant side channel, allowing it to flow at the 1.5-year return interval (i.e., 575 ft3/s (cfs)).  In 
addition, three cross-channels will be created on the existing alluvial bar to function at higher 
river flows (i.e., 3- and 5-yr return intervals), increasing available habitat, and connecting the 
reclaimed side channel and floodplain to the main river channel.  Landowners of two adjacent 
riparian properties (i.e., James and Teri Curtis, and Bruce and Diane Lownsbery) originally 
partnered with CFS and AFRP to conduct this floodplain and side channel habitat restoration 
project.  Through public outreach activities, the landowners, CFS and AFRP attracted two other 
adjacent landowners (i.e., Elena Shepard and Lioubov Kusmenko) to participate in the restoration 
project.  Currently, the properties have a remnant side channel and perched floodplain that 
inundates only during high flow periods (e.g., >3,000 cfs) (Figure 2).  Following the construction 
of New Melones Dam, flow exceeded 3,000 cfs periodically in only 9 of the 28 years (1980 – 
2007).  This project will reclaim the remnant side channel and reconnect the floodplain at flows 
of 575 – 1,500 cfs, and enhance juvenile salmonid rearing habitat function with more frequent 
inundation.  Riparian floodplain areas will be planted with native vegetation, non-native invasive 
plants will be removed, and a restoration monitoring program will document the recovery of 
juvenile salmonid rearing habitat. 

 
Figure 1. A general location map for the Lancaster Road Side Channel & Floodplain Restoration Project. 
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Lioubov Kusmenko 

Elena Shepard 

Figure 2. Detailed aerial view of the Lancaster Road Side Channel & Floodplain Restoration Project along 
the Stanislaus River with ownership parcels, FEMA floodplain, river extent, and LiDAR-derived topography. 

In their comprehensive assessment, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) (DWR 
1994) identified nine potential salmon habitat restoration sites in the Stanislaus River and 
recommendations included replacing gravel, isolating predator habitat, and restoring existing side 
channel habitat.  Recommendations of the San Joaquin River Management Plan (1995) also 
suggest improving gravel quality to increase survival of salmon eggs and enhance the channel and 
riparian corridor of the Stanislaus River.  The USFWS (1995) Working Paper on salmonid 
restoration in the Central Valley identified the need to restore and protect instream and riparian 
habitat in the Stanislaus River to ensure the long-term sustainability of physical, chemical, and 
biological conditions needed to meet production goals for Chinook salmon.  The Stanislaus River 
is listed as high priority in the Final Restoration Plan (USFWS 2001), and collaborations among 
landowners, Stanislaus County, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), USFWS, and 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) for projects that improve watershed management to restore 
and protect instream and riparian habitat, including restoring and replenishing spawning gravel, 
are also high priority.  The project objectives fit into the framework of salmonid population 
recovery on the Stanislaus River and are aligned with the following AFRP goals to: 1) involve 
local partners in the implementation and evaluation of restoration actions; 2) improve habitat for 
all anadromous life stages through improved physical habitat; and, 3) collect fish population, 
health, and habitat data to facilitate evaluation of restoration actions (USFWS 2001).  In the 
Stanislaus River Restoration Plan (CFS 2009), restoring floodplain habitat and channel structure 
between Knights Ferry and the Orange Blossom Bridge is identified as one of the top priorities. 

This EA/IS is an informational document used in the local planning and decision-making process.  
The initial study is not intended to recommend approval or denial of the project.  The USFWS 
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along with CFS have prepared this EA/IS to determine whether the project would have a 
significant effect on the environment.  The purposes of this EA/IS are to: 

 to provide the lead agency with information to use in deciding whether to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) or a 
negative declaration; 

 to enable the lead agency to modify the project to mitigate adverse impacts before an 
EIS/EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a negative 
declaration; and, 

 to document the factual basis for the finding, in a negative declaration, that a project 
will not have a significant effect on the environment. 

As lead agency, CDFG is required to circulate a negative declaration for public review before 
adopting it.  This document is being circulated for a 30-day review period.  The CDFG intends to 
adopt a Negative Declaration (Neg Dec) for this project.  A notice will be posted at the Oakdale, 
CA post office that includes a project description and location where document is being circulated 
for those parties interested in reviewing it.  The EA/IS will be available to the public from the 
CDFG Regional Office, 1234 E. Shaw Avenue, Fresno, CA 93701.  Copies are also available 
upon request.  Comments should be returned to the USFWS AFRP office, 4001 N. Wilson Way, 
Stockton, CA 95205 attention John Wikert or Julie Vance at the CDFG Regional Office.  Before 
adopting the project, USFWS must consider the proposed EA/IS along with any comments 
received during the public review process.  If USFWS finds, on the basis of the EA/IS and any 
comments received, that that the study adequately addresses the environmental issues associated 
with the project and that no substantial evidence indicates that the project would have a 
significant effect on the environment, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be 
prepared and the Neg Dec will be adopted.  Adoption of the proposed EA/IS would not require 
implementation of the project. 

1.1 Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) 
There are a series of documents regarding the Stanislaus River, which rely on the analyses 
already decided in the broader programmatic review (CALFED 2000).  The broader 
programmatic review is used to guide specific projects.  The AFRP is a component of a broader 
program, the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA), which supports provisions for 
fish and wildlife habitat restoration.  The CVPIA program prepared a programmatic 
environmental impact statement (USBR 1999) and Record of Decision (ROD) (USBR 2001) in 
accordance with NEPA.  A programmatic environmental document is frequently used to evaluate 
new programs, analyze a series of actions that are part of a larger project, or consider broad 
policy alternatives and programmatic mitigation measures.  This document was prepared to 
address details and site-specific factors of the restoration action near the Stanislaus River.  This 
EA/IS for the Lancaster Road Side Channel & Floodplain Restoration Project is consistent with 
the CALFED and CVPIA programs, and adopts appropriate provisions of the CVPIA’s ROD.  
This EA/IS has been prepared to assess the impacts of the proposed project as required by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Public Resource 
Code Sections 21000-21178.l).  The USFWS is the lead agency under NEPA and CDFG is the 
lead agency under CEQA for the proposed project. 

1.1.1  Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) 
The CVPIA authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Department of the Interior (DOI), in 
consultation with other state and federal agencies, Indian tribes, and affected interests, to develop 
and implement a program which makes all reasonable efforts to at least double natural production 
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of anadromous fish in California Central Valley rivers and streams.  Anadromous fish include the 
Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, steelhead O. mykiss, striped bass Morone saxatilis, 
American shad Alosa sapidissima, white sturgeon Acipenser transmontanus, and green sturgeon 
A. medirostris.  Fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead trout are the primary management focus 
in the river because of the salmon’s value as a sport and commercial fishery, and the listing of 
steelhead by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as threatened.  Further, the CVPIA 
requires that this program give first priority to measures that protect and restore natural channel 
and riparian habitat values through habitat restoration actions, modifications to Central Valley 
Project operations, and implementation of the supporting measures mandated by the CVPIA.  The 
DOI approached implementation of this directive through AFRP development, with the USFWS 
assuming lead responsibility.  The AFRP encourages local citizens and groups to share or take the 
lead in implementing restoration actions.  This approach is consistent with California's 
Coordinated Regional Strategy to Conserve Biological Diversity (Available: 
http://biodiversity.ca.gov/mou.html) in which 26 state and federal agencies emphasize regional 
solutions to regional problems.  The implementation of the Lancaster Road restoration project 
would contribute to salmonid recovery goals of the river and provide public outreach to local 
citizens and stakeholders. 

1.2 Purpose and Need 
As in many Central Valley rivers, historic gold and gravel mining and extensive hydrologic 
development greatly altered geomorphic and hydraulic conditions salmonids evolved with in the 
Stanislaus River.  As gold was retrieved from river sediments, discarded tailings were piled on 
floodplains (Clark 1929).  These actions inverted in-channel gravel composition, disconnected 
side channels and floodplains, and heavily impacted salmon populations (Kondolf 1997).  By 
removing tailings and recovering side channel and floodplain connectivity, productive rearing 
habitat for juvenile salmonids can be recreated (Richards et al. 2002; Heady and Merz 2007).  
Rearing habitat is described as the physical conditions, including water temperature, dissolved 
oxygen (DO), turbidity, substrate size/composition, water velocity and depth, and available cover 
(Bjornn and Reiser 1991; Healey 1991), which maintain the biological components (e.g., 
invertebrate prey resources) critical to habitat productivity for fish (Simenstad and Cordell 2000).  
Stanislaus River riparian areas historically supported a diverse, dynamic ecosystem complex of 
seasonal wetlands, oxbow lakes and extensive forested floodplains, with meandering side 
channels (Elias 1924).  A diversity of habitats existed in these shallow-water areas characterized 
by dense overhanging vegetation, cool water temperatures, large woody debris, low water 
velocity, and ample invertebrate prey production.  Young salmonids exploit food resources in off-
channel habitats, find optimal temperatures and escape unfavorable environmental conditions of 
the main channel such as predators, inadequate cover, and high turbidity (Sommer et al. 2001, 
2005).  Extensive alterations to Stanislaus River beds deeply incised the main channel, 
disconnected side channels and floodplains, and altered riparian vegetation.  Regulated flows 
compounded incision, further eroded beds and banks, coarsened bed material, and degraded 
spawning habitat value for salmon and trout (Kondolf 1997).  The precipitous decline of Central 
Valley Pacific salmon has led to extirpation of many populations of this ecologically and 
commercially important fish (Nehlsen et al. 1991; Merz and Moyle 2006; Moyle et al. 2008).  
According to AFRP, current flood control practices require peak flood discharges to be held and 
released over a period of weeks.  Consequently, river mainstems often remain too high and turbid 
to provide quality rearing habitat.  In addition, loss of sinuosity and braiding has reduced total 
habitat area and degraded remaining habitat with increased velocities.  Restoration activities that 
include floodplain grading and side channel reconnection are among the solutions for this 
problem.  Sommer et al. (2001, 2005) and Heady and Merz (2007) have demonstrated the value 
in recovering shallow-water habitats to improve salmonid rearing conditions.  With continued 
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loss of habitat quantity and quality, preserving or enhancing these components is vitally 
important. 
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Figure 3. Mean daily discharge (Q) by month in the lower Stanislaus River and relative adult 
escapement and juvenile Chinook salmon abundance estimated at Oakdale RST (1996 – 2007); flow 
data from USGS gauging station at Ripon, CA from 1980 – 2007 (post New Melones). 
 

Chinook salmon are the most abundant native salmonid within the lower Stanislaus River and 
demonstrate an example of a keystone species (Merz and Moyle 2006).  Therefore, management 
actions which enhance Chinook salmon health and production will confer benefits to the overall 
health and production of the lower Stanislaus River and contribute to population maintenance.  
Juvenile fall-run Chinook salmon emerge in early to mid-winter (Figure 3) and are immediately 
susceptible to the influence of flow (Allen and Hassler 1986; Moyle et al. 2007).  Displacement 
and dispersal to lower velocity habitats shortly follows, assuming such refugia are present.  Side 
channel and floodplain habitats serve to dissipate flow in areas where these complex in- and off-
channel habitat associations exist; thereby providing suitable refugia for newly emerged fish. 

Salmonid spawning and rearing habitat in this section of the Stanislaus River has been determined 
to be deficient because of several limiting factors.  Construction of numerous dams on the 
Stanislaus River has impeded the movement of coarse gravels through the river system.  These 
series of dams and reservoirs trap natural sediment sources.  This “armoring” process may render 
the riverbed to be unsuitable for salmon spawning (Kondolf 1997; Kondolf 2000).  Chinook 
salmon and steelhead trout require these coarse gravels for successful spawning and incubation 
(Groot and Margolis 1991; Moyle 2002).  Additional large-scale and long-term gravel 
augmentation has been recommended to increase Chinook salmon habitats (CFS 2009).  As a 
second stressor, the regulated reduction of the magnitude and duration of peak flows of winter 
and spring runoff flows decrease the ability for the river to transport course sediment entering 
lower sections of the Stanislaus River (Figure 4).  Historic gravel mining operations within the 
river channels and active lower floodplains have added a third stressor to the coarse sediment 
recruitment and transport needs of the river by depleting the natural supply to downstream sites, 
altering the migration corridor, and creating juvenile salmon predator habitat (CDFG 1993).  
Compounding these issues are the perched gravel and cobble terraces left behind from historic 
gold mining and subsequent scouring of the active channel due to flow regulation.  The 
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unnaturally high and coarse floodplain is now effectively disconnected from the entrenched 
channel, reducing rearing habitat for juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead, and reducing the 
ability of the floodplain to develop and support a healthy riparian system. 
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Figure 4. Mean daily discharge (Q) by month for the lower Stanislaus River; flow data from USGS gauging 
station at Ripon, CA from 1980–2007 (post-New Melones).  Pre-VAMP flows include years 1980-1999 while 
VAMP flows include years 2000-2007. 

In general, dispersal and migratory patterns of juvenile Chinook salmon increase the use of 
available rearing areas while movements consist of complex local migrations (upstream, 
downstream, or both) that are genetically and environmentally controlled (Murray and Rosenau 
1989).  Juvenile salmon may migrate into off-channel habitats to exploit food resources, seek 
optimal temperatures, and escape unfavorable environmental conditions in the main channel such 
as predators and high turbidities (Sommer et al. 2001).  Components of high quality juvenile 
salmonid rearing habitat typically include appropriate water temperatures, suitable dissolved 
oxygen concentrations, decreased water velocity, overhanging vegetation for cover and source of 
terrestrial insects for food, in-water natural wood structure, and suitable substrate for cover and 
benthic macroinvertebrate production. 

The overall vision for the proposed project is to restore (i.e., rehabilitate and enhance) side 
channel, floodplain and riparian ecosystem processes and critical habitats for juvenile and adult 
salmonids, in coordination with local communities and stakeholders, to promote the recovery of 
healthy and diverse Chinook salmon and steelhead populations in the Stanislaus River, while 
helping to meet the abundance goals of the AFRP.  This vision fits into the framework of 
salmonid population recovery on the Stanislaus River and is aligned with the following AFRP 
goals to: 1) involve local partners in the implementation and evaluation of restoration actions; 2) 
improve habitat for all anadromous life stages through improved physical habitat; and, 3) collect 
fish population, health, and habitat data to facilitate evaluation of restoration actions (USFWS 
2001).  In order to realize maximum benefits from the rehabilitation of side-channel and 
floodplain habitats, the project was designed to flow and inundate at regular intervals, both within 
and among years at the current hydrologic regime (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Discharge (Q) by month for 90%, 80%, 70%, 60%, 50%, and 20% exceedence levels on the 
lower Stanislaus River; flow data from USGS gauging station at Ripon, CA (post New Melones) from 
(a) 1980–1999 (i.e., pre-VAMP) and (b) 2000–2007 (i.e., VAMP). 

 
Flow data was analyzed from 1980 to 2007 to develop exceedence curves to determine the 
frequency and duration of various flow scenarios, and will use post-dam (i.e., New Melones) flow 
data (1980 – 2007) and guidance from local constituents and the scientific community to 
determine appropriate flow standards for project design (see Figure 5). 

We developed the following goals for the Lancaster Road side channel and floodplain restoration 
project: 
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 to serve as an example of publicly-supported applied fisheries and restoration 
science; 

 to rehabilitate and enhance productive juvenile salmonid rearing habitat in the 
Stanislaus River; and, 

 to determine project effectiveness with an efficient and scientifically-robust 
monitoring program. 

These goals fit into the framework of AFRP, and meet the AFRP and CALFED requirement to 
use adaptive management in planning, design, and implementation (CALFED 2001). 

1.3 Project Setting and Location 
The Stanislaus River is one of three major tributaries to the San Joaquin River.  Its watershed is 
about 1,100 square-miles (284,899 ha) in which most of the precipitation falls between November 
and April near the headwaters (Kondolf et al. 2001).  The average unimpaired basin runoff is 
approximately 1,200,000 acre-feet, which is approximately 21% of the total for the San Joaquin 
River basin.  The confluence of the Stanislaus and San Joaquin rivers occurs at about RM 75 of 
the San Joaquin River.  The Stanislaus River is accessible to anadromous fish for the first 58 river 
miles with access terminating at Goodwin Dam.  The project area is located at latitude 37° 47' 
11.29" N longitude 120° 44' 53.33" W within Stanislaus County just downstream of Buttonbush 
Park (RM 48.5), and about 0.75 mile (1.2 km) upstream of the Orange Blossom Road Bridge 
(RM 47, see Figure 1).  Project activities include: 1) floodplain grading and gravel processing; 2) 
side channel excavation and reconnection; 3) non-native plant removal and replanting with native 
vegetation; and, 4) placement of large woody debris, boulders, etc.  Project activities will be 
conducted and gravel will be obtained on private land owned by project partners (Figure 6).  The 
Stanislaus River Restoration Plan (CFS 2009) identified private lands between Knights Ferry and 
the Orange Blossom Bridge as high priority for floodplain and side channel restoration.  Habitat 
improvements in this area will support fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead trout rearing.



 

 
Figure 6. Final design plans (i.e., 100% level) of the Lancaster Road Side Channel & Floodplain Restoration Project showing project area, side- and 
cross-channel routes, and areas of floodplain to be graded.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The objectives of the proposed project are to rehabilitate side channel, floodplain and riparian 
ecosystem processes and critical habitats for juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead at the 
Lancaster Road site, in coordination with private landowners and local communities, and to 
promote the recovery of healthy and diverse Chinook salmon and steelhead populations in the 
Stanislaus River.  This project is a collaborative effort by private landowners, CFS, and AFRP.  
The proposed floodplain rehabilitation activities will increase available and usable rearing areas 
for salmonids by providing increased floodplain inundation, which will increase the food base for 
juvenile salmonids (Merz and Chan 2005).  In 2008, several landowners approached CFS, who 
developed a proposal for the side channel and floodplain restoration project, looking to improve 
ecosystem conditions on their riverfront property.  Several existing state and federal plans 
supported these goals. 

This project is being funded by the AFRP.  The project falls within those recommended within 
the Stanislaus River Restoration Plan (CFS 2009).  The restoration plan identifies objectives and 
actions based on the scientific understanding of the Stanislaus River.  It was developed through 
the collaborative work on the Stanislaus River Fish Group (SFRG), a consortium of stakeholders 
and agency personnel working to improve salmonid habitat conditions and monitoring in the 
Stanislaus River.  The vision of the plan is to achieve healthy, sustainable, and diverse Stanislaus 
River salmonid populations through restoration and adaptive management of critical habitats, 
guided by research, to provide a better understanding of population dynamics and limiting factors 
for these resources.  The overall goal is to develop a better understanding of population dynamics 
and limiting factors for Stanislaus River salmonids and provide a framework for identifying, 
prioritizing and implementing research and restoration actions aimed at restoring productive 
habitat.  Restoring privately owned floodplain habitat above the Orange Blossom Bridge was 
identified as a High Priority restoration action in the plan (CFS 2009). 

2.1 Assumptions for Alternative Developments 
Basic assumptions that influenced the development of the proposed project include: 

 Stream flow in the project area, which is controlled by the USBR directly via releases 
from New Melones Reservoir, is suitable for salmon and steelhead; 

 existing land use is fallow land in private use; 

 adjacent landowners are participating and supporting this local floodplain restoration 
project; and, 

 equipment entrance to the riparian corridor would have minimal impacts to the 
riparian vegetation and any sensitive habitats. 

2.1.1 Previous Salmonid Habitat Improvement Efforts 
On the lower Stanislaus River, limited salmonid habitat improvement efforts have been 
completed.  Multiple projects have been funded over the past twenty years; however, a limited 
number have been completed and the majority of those were gravel augmentation projects.  Since 
1994, gravel augmentation has been used to rehabilitate the natural gravel delivery process 
impeded by dam construction, and enhance spawning grounds for Chinook salmon and steelhead 
in the Stanislaus River.  The Knights Ferry Gravel Replenishment Project was completed in 1999 
by Carl Mesick Consultants (CMC) and cost $667,887 funded by CALFED (CMC 2002).  The 
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project added 13,000 tons of gravel to 18 spawning riffles in the lower Stanislaus River from 
Goodwin Dam to the City of Oakdale.  In recent years, USBR and USFWS have placed gravel in 
Goodwin Canyon and Knights Ferry with funds from the CVPIA.  The Lover’s Leap Restoration 
Project was completed in late summer of 2007 by KDH Environmental and was funded by AFRP 
and the Delta Fish Agreement.  Approximately 18,000 tons of spawning gravel and 7,000 tons of 
large cobble were used to create or enhance 33 riffles for this project (KDH 2008).  Total project 
cost is ~$1.1 million. 

No floodplain restoration has been completed on the lower Stanislaus River to date.  The Mohler 
Tract floodplain restoration project restored floodplain elevations, but a levee remains and 
inundation only occurs at higher flows.  Public statements from the town of Ripon prevented the 
final step in the restoration process of removing the levee.  Currently, one other floodplain 
restoration project is in the planning and development stages.  Plans and permitting are being 
developed for a project at Honolulu Bar Recreation Area. 

2.1.2 Previous Environmental Documents 
Salmon spawning gravel improvements for the lower Stanislaus River have been identified as 
priority actions in the Working Paper (USFWS 1995) and the AFRP Final Restoration Plan 
(USFWS 2001); in the California DWR (DWR 1994) comprehensive assessment for Chinook 
salmon; and, in several CDFG publications (CDFG 1990, 1993, 1996) as part of the effort to 
improve spawning habitat for fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead trout in the Stanislaus River.  
In addition, the following environmental documents have addressed the issues being considered 
at Lancaster Road: 

 Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) and AFRP.  In Section 3406(b)t, the 
Secretary of the Interior is required to develop and implement a program that makes all 
reasonable efforts to double natural production of anadromous fish in Central Valley rivers and 
streams by 2002.  In response to this directive, USFWS prepared a draft plan for the AFRP and 
identified anadromous fish habitat deficiencies in each tributary within the Central Valley 
(USFWS 2001).  The Stanislaus River system was identified as High Priority with the need to 
“improve watershed management to restore and protect instream and riparian habitat, including 
consideration of restoring and replenishing spawning gravel” (USFWS 2001).  As part of 
restoration planning for the river, AFRP worked with Cramer Fish Sciences, in a collaborative 
effort with Stanislaus River Fish Group, to complete the Stanislaus River Restoration Plan (CFS 
2009). 

 The CALFED Bay-Delta Program is a cooperative state and federal effort established to reduce 
conflicts in the Delta by solving problems in ecosystem and water quality, water supply 
reliability, and levee and channel integrity.  In its Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP) 
(CALFED 2000), the goal is to improve and increase aquatic and terrestrial habitats and improve 
ecosystem functions in the Delta to support sustainable populations of diverse and valuable plant 
and animal species.  The ERPP vision for the Stanislaus River includes improving natural fall-run 
Chinook salmon and steelhead populations by providing suitable water temperatures for rearing 
juveniles and improving spring flows below New Melones Dam in dry and normal water years, 
summer through winter base flows, and spawning and rearing habitat.  In addition, the ERRP 
vision includes improving gravel recruitment, stream channel and riparian habitat, and screening 
the forty-four known unscreened water diversions in the lower Stanislaus River.  Furthermore, 
reducing non-native fish populations, contaminant input, and illegal harvest will further benefit 
salmon and steelhead. 
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 The San Joaquin River Management Plan (SJRMP) (1995) recommends projects and studies to 
be conducted on the mainstem San Joaquin River and its tributaries to address factors that 
currently limit populations of aquatic species.  The SJRMP recommends for the Stanislaus River 
coordinated flow on the San Joaquin River and all tributaries to achieve maximum benefits, 
gravel augmentation to improve spawning riffles, water diversion screening to reduce entrainment 
of juveniles, improvement in out-migration flow conditions, and the removal of large hazardous 
boulders in the Goodwin Canyon reach to improve recreational safety (SJRMP 1995).   

 The CDFG recommends habitat rehabilitation in the Stanislaus River as part of the fisheries 
management strategies in several reports including Salmon and Steelhead restoration and 
enhancement plan (1990), Restoring Central Valley Streams - A Plan for Action (1993), and 
Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan (1996), and Strategic Plan for Trout Management 
(2003). 

 The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has issued six licenses for hydroelectric 
projects on the Stanislaus River.  The first hydroelectric project upstream from the confluence of 
the Stanislaus and San Joaquin rivers is the Tulloch Development, FERC Project NO. 2067, of 
the Tri-Dam Project.  The Tri-Dam Project is owned by the Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) and 
the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID).  Oakdale Irrigation District and SSJID received 
an initial license for the Tulloch Development FERC Project NO. 2067 from the FERC effective 
January 1, 1955, for a term ending December 31, 2004.  A new license was issued on February 
28, 2006 for a term of 40 years ending on January 1, 2046.  The Tulloch Development, FERC 
Project No. 2067, is located in Tuolumne and Calaveras counties near the town of Copperopolis.  
The development includes the 1,260-ac (510-ha) Tulloch reservoir, with a gross storage capacity 
of 66,968 acre-feet at a normal maximum elevation of 510 ft (155 m).  Upstream of the Tulloch 
Development is the New Melones Dam and reservoir operated by the Bureau of Reclamation 
(USBR) as part of the Central Valley Project (CVP) to store and release Stanislaus River flows to 
meet water supply and environmental needs. 

2.2 Proposed Action 

2.2.1 Site Selection 
The Lancaster Road project site was chosen as a key restoration site in the Stanislaus River.  The 
following factors were important in determining site selection: 

 landowner participation; 

 potential for enhancement (suitable gradient and depth; remnant side channel habitat; 
location in the lower Stanislaus River); and, 

 physical access to the site to allow equipment entrance that would have minimal 
impacts on the stream corridor, riparian vegetation, and any sensitive species habitat. 

2.2.2 Existing Conditions 
Five anadromous fish species: fall-run Chinook salmon; steelhead, Pacific lamprey Lampetra 
tridentate, striped bass, and American shad; and, a species of special concern, hardhead 
Mylopharodon conocephalus, are encountered in the lower Stanislaus River (Moyle 2002), where 
restoration activities will occur.  The Central Valley steelhead distinct population segment (DPS) 
is listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (NMFS 2000), and the Stanislaus 
River and adjacent riparian habitat downstream of Goodwin Dam were included in the final 
critical habitat designation for this species in 2005 (NOAA 2005).  National Marine Fisheries 
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Service finalized a biological opinion and conference opinion (Opinion) in June 2009 after review 
of the proposed long-term operations of the Central Valley Project (CVP) and the State Water 
Project (SWP) (NMFS 2009).  The Opinion discusses the effects the CVP/SWP operations might 
have on listed anadromous fishes and marine mammals in accordance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA).  The Opinion includes two main objectives for the 
Stanislaus River: 1) Provide sufficient definition of operational criteria to ensure the viability of 
the steelhead population on the Stanislaus River, including freshwater migration routes to and 
from the Delta; and, 2) halt or reverse adverse modifications of steelhead critical habitat 
(Available: http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/ocap.htm). 

Prior to dam construction, the Stanislaus River is believed to have supported both spring- and 
fall-run Chinook salmon (Yoshiyama et al. 2000).  Chinook salmon and steelhead are the primary 
focus of management efforts.  Fall-run Chinook salmon in the Stanislaus River typically emigrate 
to the ocean in the spring of their first year (Watry et al. 2007, 2008) and spend 2 – 4 years in the 
ocean before returning to their natal stream to spawn (Anderson et al. 2007).  Goodwin Dam (RM 
58) is the uppermost extent of fish migration limiting all anadromous species and life stages to the 
low gradient lower river.  Natural salmon production is limited as the historic access to spawning 
and rearing habitat in higher elevation river reaches is restricted, and dramatically reduces the 
suitable available habitat.  Salmon returns have declined in the Stanislaus River when looking at 
returns in the past two 12-year periods from an average of 4,550 (1984 – 1995) to 4,266 (1996 – 
2007) (CDFG, unpublished data; file name, Grandtab).  Average Chinook salmon natural 
production estimates during 1992 – 2008 (6,041) (USFWS, unpublished data; file name, 
Chinookprod) fell considerably short of the AFRP production goal (22,000) for the Stanislaus 
River (USFWS 2001). 

2.2.3 Project Characteristics 
The proposed project would take place in the reach of the river below Goodwin Dam, and before 
the Orange Blossom Bridge (RM 47 – 58.4), over a 5-year period.  In one season, gravel would 
be removed from the remnant side channel and associated alluvial bar, processed (on-site) and 
replaced.  The project includes a detailed effectiveness monitoring program to determine its 
success in terms of wetland function and habitat for juvenile salmonids. 

2.2.4 Design and Construction Activities 
The proposed project will reclaim approximately 655 ft (199 m) of remnant side channel, 
allowing it to flow at the 1.5-year return interval (i.e., 575 cfs).  In addition, three cross-channels 
will be created on the existing alluvial bar to function at higher river flows (i.e., 3- and 5-yr return 
intervals), increasing available habitat, and connecting the reclaimed side channel and floodplain 
to the main river channel.  Approximately 800 yd3 (~612 m3) of material will be excavated from 
the side channel, screened, and sorted on-site.  Appropriate sized rearing material would then be 
placed back in the side- and cross-channels.  Excess fine material will be used for revegetation of 
portions of the floodplain disturbed within the project footprint.  Large cobble would be used as a 
base layer in the side channel and at the toe of each bank to provide increased stability during 
high flow events and habitat heterogeneity throughout the site.  An on-site gravel processing plant 
will be established on private property where material excavated from the side channel and 
floodplain will be processed and sorted by contractors.  This processing plant and associated 
equipment will have an approximate footprint of 50 ft X 50 ft (15.2 m X 15.2 m), and will be 
removed following restoration work.   

Construction will require approximately 1 – 2 weeks, with no in-stream construction work 
required.  The gravel processing will be done under a grading permit from Stanislaus County, 
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issued to the contractor.  Project construction is scheduled for the late-summer of 2010, and all 
construction work will take place during the period from August 15 to October 15 in order to 
avoid adverse impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon spawning.  Site revegetation is expected to 
occur in late November, which is the likely beginning of the winter storm season, to maximize 
survival rates.  Work will occur Monday – Friday from 7:30 am to 5:00 pm to ensure minimal 
disturbance to the local landowners. 

Native trees, such as Fremont cottonwood Populus fremontii, oak Quercus spp., and willow Salix 
spp. with a diameter of at least 12 in (15.2 cm) will be protected with 30-ft (9.1-m), 10-ft (3-m), 
and 10-ft (3-m) buffers, respectively.  Native trees will be marked with flagging and fenced if 
close to project work area to prevent disturbance.  To compensate for the removal of riparian 
shrubs and trees during project implementation, the plans would identify tree and shrub species 
that would be planted, how, where, and when they would be planted, and measures to be taken to 
ensure a performance criteria of 70% survival of planted trees for a period of three consecutive 
years.  Irrigation will not be used, but the return of inundation to the floodplain is expected to 
promote growth of native riparian species.  If the 70% survival criteria are not met, more native 
trees will be planted and irrigation will be evaluated.  The tree plantings would be based on native 
tree species compensated for in the following manner: 

 Oaks having a diameter at breast height (DBH) of three to five inches would be replaced 
in-kind, at a ratio of 3:1, and planted during the winter dormancy period in the nearest 
suitable location to the area where they were removed.  Oaks with a DBH of greater than 
five inches would be replaced in-kind at a ratio of 5:1. 

 Riparian trees (i.e., willow, cottonwood, poplar, alder, ash, etc.) and shrubs would be 
replaced in-kind and on site, at a ratio of 3:1, and planted in the nearest suitable location 
to the area where they were removed. 

Special work areas will be designated to avoid damaging trees and shrubs in riparian habitats, 
especially those sensitive species described above.  Potential impacts to the riparian vegetation 
could occur during construction.  These impacts will be minimized to the greatest extent 
practicable by selecting routes that avoid or minimize damage.  There will be no impacts on 
heritage size trees (i.e., greater than 16 in [40.6 cm] in diameter). 

All equipment will be clean and use biodegradable lubricants and hydraulic fluids.  Equipment 
will be portable and will have clean burning, EPA-certified diesel engines.  The processing will 
occur approximately 328 ft (100 m) from the Stanislaus River on private property located at the 
upper extent of the project site. The screening process will specifically separate fine materials 
from appropriate-sized rearing materials.  It will further provide specific size classes of gravel, as 
well as collecting fine materials for use in the floodplain revegetation component of the project.  
Clean gravels will be added to the project area using front-end loaders.  Boulders and large 
woody debris found on sight may also be placed in the side channels, as available. Front-end 
loaders would be wheeled (rubber tire) to minimize impacts. 

Construction specifications would require that any equipment used in or near the river to be 
properly cleaned to prevent any hazardous materials from entering the river, and containment 
material would be on site in case of an accident.  Contracted construction personnel would 
regularly monitor contractors to insure environmental compliance. 

New Zealand mudsnails Potamopyrgus antipodarum, an introduced species, have been identified 
in numerous rivers of the Central Valley.  Recently, they were identified in the lower Stanislaus 
River near the town of Knights Ferry (positively identified by Doug Post (CDFG)).  To minimize 
the chance the snails will be transported and introduced to other water bodies on equipment, 
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construction specifications require equipment be steam cleaned immediately after the work is 
completed and before being used in other water bodies.  All hand tools, gear, and equipment will 
be frozen for a minimum of 24 hours before next use.  Additional measures may be taken at the 
recommendation of CDFG. 

2.2.5 Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
The proposed action includes the following BMPs to minimize adverse environmental effects.  
Cramer Fish Sciences anticipates that additional, or more detailed, BMPs will be identified during 
the permitting process.  Best Management Practices that would be included in this project 
include, at a minimum, the following: 1) water quality; 2) air quality and traffic; and, 3) 
vegetation, fish and wildlife. 

2.2.5.1  Water Quality 

No work will occur in the main river channel.  All equipment working within the stream corridor 
would be inspected daily for fuel, lubrication, and coolant leaks; and for leak potentials (e.g., 
cracked hoses, loose filling caps, stripped drain plugs); and, all equipment must be free of fuel, 
lubrication, and coolant leaks.  Vehicles or equipment will be washed/cleaned only at approved 
off-site areas.  All equipment will be steam cleaned prior to working within the stream channel to 
remove contaminants that may enter the river and adjacent lands.  All equipment will be fueled 
and lubricated in a designated staging area located outside the stream channel and banks.  Spill 
prevention kits will be in close proximity to construction areas, and workers will be trained in 
their proper use.  Gravel will be appropriately screened and cleaned prior to being replaced in the 
side channel to avoid introduction of additional fine material into the Stanislaus River. 

The project will comply with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and obtain certification for 
project-related activities to control sediment from entering the main river channel during 
construction.  To minimize risk from additional fine sediments, all trucks and equipment will be 
cleaned, gravels will be processed away from flowing water, and no work will occur in the main 
river channel.  Stream bank impacts will be isolated and minimized to reduce bank sloughing.  
The banks will be stabilized with sediment fencing and revegetation following project activities.  
Therefore, we anticipate a less than significant effect on water quality in the Stanislaus River. 

2.2.5.2  Air Quality and Traffic 

Basic air quality control measures will be implemented at the project site, including, but not 
limited to, watering dirt roads and construction areas. 

Gravel plant and loader equipment operation will be limited to Monday through Friday, except 
holidays, from 7:30 am to 5:00 pm to avoid landowner impacts. 

2.2.5.3  Vegetation, Fish and Wildlife 

Work will be done outside of the river channel on the adjacent floodplain. 

Nesting birds and raptors are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and 
California Fish and Game Code.  Trees and shrubs within the project area likely provide nesting 
and roosting habitat for songbirds, raptors and/or bats.  If tree removal is unavoidable, it will 
occur during the non-breeding season (mid-September through January).  If other construction 
activities must occur during the potential breeding season (February through mid-September) 
surveys for active nests and/or roosts will be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 30 
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days prior to the start of construction.  A minimum no disturbance buffer of 250 ft (76.2 m) will 
be delineated around active nests until the breeding season has ended or until a qualified biologist 
has determined that the birds/bats have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental 
care for survival. 

Prior to beginning construction activities a pre-project survey will be conducted of the project 
site.  If elderberry shrubs (or other special status plants) are identified they will be avoided.  
Complete avoidance may be assumed when there is at least a 100-ft (30.5 m) buffer around the 
plant.  These buffers will be established and maintained around all elderberry plants with stems 
measuring 1 in (2.5 cm) in diameter at the ground level (USFWS 1999).  Project activities will be 
adjusted to ensure no activities occur in the buffer area, thereby avoiding any negative effects on 
valley elderberry longhorn beetle. 

Sensitive vegetation (e.g., elderberry shrubs) in the near vicinity of construction areas would be 
flagged and fenced.  Signs will be placed on fences. 

All equipment entering the river would be steam cleaned before it is used elsewhere to minimize 
the chance of introducing New Zealand mudsnails to other water bodies.  Additional measures 
may be taken at the recommendation of CDFG. 

2.2.6 Post-Construction Erosion Control Measures 
The end result of the surface grading will be a level area with a very slight slope from upstream to 
downstream.  As an erosion control measure, the topography and vegetation of the gravel 
extraction and processing area will be stabilized by redistributing the soil and re-planting.  Fine 
material such as sand and topsoil will be produced from processing the gravel needed to 
rehabilitate the disturbed floodplain.  Planting at the project site will occur in late November, 
which is likely the beginning of the winter storm season, to maximize survival rates.  Exotic 
species present in the riparian area, which include tree of heaven Ailanthus altissima, Himalayan 
blackberry Rubus discolor, and milk thistle Silybum marianum, will be eradicated where possible. 
Tree of heaven will be removed from the project site and disposed of at an approved waste 
facility to minimize further spread of this species.   

2.2.7 Restoration and Revegetation of Disturbed Area 
After floodplain grading and gravel augmentation activities have been completed the disturbed 
areas will be revegetated with native riparian plants.  Planting will occur in late November, which 
is the likely beginning of the winter storm season, to maximize survival rates.  Exotic species 
present in the riparian area, including tree of heaven, Himalayan blackberry, yellow starthistle 
Centaurea solstitialis and milk thistle, will be eradicated where possible.  A detailed monitoring 
program will document the pre-project conditions, rehabilitation and revegetation, and the 
effectiveness of the planting in terms of vigor and survival. 

2.2.8 Time Frame 
Construction is expected to start in August to September 2010 and be completed by mid-October 
assuming all permits and licenses are finalized as expected.  Grading and gravel processing would 
begin in mid-August, after the gravel processing plant has been established on-site.  Streamflows 
in the lower Stanislaus River are expected to be very low during this time.  All construction 
activities will be completed by mid-October.  Replanting will commence at the beginning of the 
rainy season, which will presumably begin in late November.  Monitoring of the replanting 
success will occur for three years through at least the fall of 2013.  If data indicate survival is less 
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than 70%, reason for poor survival will be evaluated and addressed, and more native trees will be 
planted. 

2.2.9 Work Hours 
Construction activities would take place during normal working hours, 7:30 am to 5:00 pm, 
Monday through Friday. 

2.2.10 Funding 
The total estimated cost of this proposed project is $609,100.  The AFRP allocated $353,968 by 
the end of 2009, and estimates the remainder will be secured in the future. 

2.2.11 Monitoring 
A detailed restoration monitoring program has been developed for the proposed project (CFS 
2010).  Metrics are designed to assess the target objectives and provide AFRP with technical 
information regarding the restoration of side channel and floodplain habitat for Central Valley 
salmonids.  Several authors have discussed assessing restoration actions with three types of 
monitoring: implementation; effectiveness; and, validation (MacDonald et al. 1991; Kershner 
1997; Mulder et al. 1999).  Time scales, project aspects, and objectives addressed will vary 
among the types of monitoring (Table 1). 

Table 1. Monitoring types for the Lancaster Road restoration project (see Stillwater Sciences 2002). 

Type of Monitoring Question Addressed Time Frame 

Implementation Was the project installed as planned? 1 – 6 months 

Effectiveness Was the project effective at meeting restoration objectives? 1 year to decades 

Validation Are the basic assumptions behind the project conceptual model valid? 5 – 10 years 

 

The study design uses a Before-After-Control-Impact (BACI) structure to test the differences 
between the non-restored and restored sites (Green 1979; Stillwater Sciences 2006).  This 
approach can utilize a paired series of Control-Impact sites, subjected to a series of Before-After 
replicated measurements, referred to as the paired BACI design (Bernstein and Zalinski 1983; 
Stewart-Oaten et al. 1986; Smith 2002).  Robust statistical assessment is possible because the 
design includes spatial and temporal replication.  The monitoring program will take an 
‘Ecosystem Perspective’ as described by the Adaptive Management Forum (2002) by tracking 
physical and biological parameters; and the structural and functional responses by the restored 
ecosystem.  Links in scientific input, project design, and implementation factors are intact and 
continuously refined.  Out-migration data will be evaluated to assess any population-level 
responses.  Furthermore, spatial databases in ArcGIS will be developed to provide ease of 
information transfer among partners, opportunities for spatial analyses of results, and 
development of graphic public outreach materials.  All habitats for listed species are identified 
and protected (or enhanced).  Finally, water quality data are assessed to determine the potential 
for mercury and other types of contamination in partnership with California Water Quality 
Control Board. 

The monitoring program includes implementation monitoring to document that the project was 
installed following design standards and met all permitting requirements.  Implementation 
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monitoring will answer the following questions: 1) Does the constructed topography/bathymetry 
match design plans?; 2) Does duration and magnitude of flooding match design plans?; 3) Does 
planted vegetation (i.e., species, sizes, locations) match design plans?; and, 4) Was native 
vegetation retained matching design plans?  Parameters collected will include elevation and 
bathymetry, hydrology and flooding inundation, and vegetation surveys.  Data will also be used 
in the effectiveness and validation portions of the monitoring program.  Implementation 
addressed the project’s target objectives by developing an ecologically sound project that 
functions within current hydrograph, restoring connectivity and complexity to the Stanislaus 
River floodplain, and increasing native vegetation.  Effectiveness monitoring will determine if the 
project created habitat conditions suitable for juvenile Chinook salmon rearing and increased the 
abundance and diversity of native plants in the riparian community.  Effectiveness monitoring 
efforts will answer the following questions: 1) Are habitat conditions in project area suitable for 
juvenile Chinook salmon rearing?; 2) Are rearing conditions significantly different than the 
reference site?; 3) Was there an increase in native vegetation in the project area?; and, 4) What 
physical factors affect the success of native plantings?  A variety of parameters and biological 
conditions will be tracked throughout the monitoring period including, for example, water temp, 
dissolved oxygen, turbidity, prey resource composition and availability, suitable cover, low 
density of predators, sediment composition, intergravel conditions, etc.  Our methods for 
effectiveness monitoring will include field surveys.  Data provided by those surveys will also be 
used in the validation monitoring. 

Onsite experiments to test overall project assumptions regarding the benefit of recovered side 
channel and seasonally inundated floodplain habitat to juvenile salmonids (validation monitoring) 
will be conducted.  Experiments will use a bioenergetics model to assess juvenile Chinook 
salmon performance in the non-restored and restored sites.  The bioenergetics model is a 
powerful tool to assess habitat in terms of potential fish growth and has been used by other 
researchers aiming to assess restoration success (Sommer et al. 2001; Madon et al. 2001; Gray 
2005).  By demonstrating the benefit available to rearing fish, especially in the BACI context, the 
work should increase our understanding of mechanisms of channel enhancement and floodplain 
restoration, and the links between healthy ecosystem, hydrologic and geomorphic processes 
(Merz et al. 2004; Wheaton et al. 2004a, b).  Validation monitoring will address the following 
question: 1) does restoring side channels and floodplains recover productive habitat for salmonid 
rearing?  The objective is to test the overall assumption of the restoration work by assessing the 
function of the restored habitats and the potential for these habitats to contribute to the overall 
production of Chinook salmon in the river.  Results will thus contribute to a better overall 
understand of the function of restored habitats for salmonid populations in the Central Valley.  
Detailed methods, supplies, and sampling schedules are available in the Lancaster Road 
Restoration Monitoring Program (CFS 2010). 

2.3 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration 
One alternative is the restoration of the historical, geomorphic, and hydraulic channel conditions 
of the river prior to major human manipulation.  This alternative would: 1) increase streamflows 
to simulate historic flow duration and timing; 2) restore the historical channel meander pattern 
within the project reach; 3) fill all captured mine pits that occur immediately upstream and 
downstream of the project area; 4) remove dams, berms, and enlarge the floodplain to restore 
normal hydraulic scour of gravel and the silt depositional processes; and, 5) inject gravel annually 
to restore the natural rate of gravel recruitment to the project area.  Together, these actions would 
produce high quality salmonid habitat and a historically natural riparian community and river 
channel.  This alternative would improve spawning and rearing habitat for salmonids, and meet 
the objectives of the project and programmatic goals of AFRP.  However, this alternative is not 
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feasible, due to agricultural and urban development in the floodplain, and the extremely high 
costs of removing dams and diversions, filling gravel pits and acquiring property.  Additionally, 
simulating the natural annual rate of gravel recruitment would also be cost prohibitive.  Thus, this 
alternative was eliminated from consideration. 

2.4 No Action Alternatives 
The No-Action alternative would consist of no funding for restoration activities and there would 
be no change to the existing conditions exacerbating the decline of salmon and steelhead in the 
Stanislaus River. 

3.0 REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

The following permits/authorizations are required to implement the proposed project: 

 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is authorized to issue permits for discharges of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States.  Applications will be made for a 
Nationwide Permit 27 for the restoration of wetland and riverine habitats. 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

State water quality standards cannot be violated by the discharge of fill or dredged 
material into waters of the U.S.  The State Water Quality Control Board, through the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, is responsible for issuing water 
quality certifications, or waivers thereof, pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

Section 7 of the ESA requires all Federal agencies to consult with the USFWS and 
NMFS (NOAA Fisheries) to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the continued 
existence of endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or modification 
of the critical habitat of these species.  The Secretary of Commerce, acting through 
NOAA Fisheries, is involved with projects that may affect marine or anadromous fish 
species listed under ESA.  All other species listed under the ESA are under USFWS 
jurisdiction. 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA), California Fish and Game Code 2081 and 2090 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) allows CDFG the ability to authorize, by 
means of an incidental take permit, incidental take of state-listed threatened, endangered 
or candidate species if certain conditions are met.  For CDFG projects, routine internal 
coordination occurs whenever CDFG proposes a project, which may impact a state-listed 
species of plant or animal.  The CDFG strives to ensure that no threatened or endangered 
species would be adversely affected by their projects, even for projects otherwise exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  When CDFG proposes to 
undertake a project that has the potential for take of a state-listed species, if the project is 
part of the management of that species, i.e., for the protection, propagation, or 
enhancement of the species and its habitat, CDFG is not required to get a CESA 
Incidental Take Permit per California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 783.1. 

19 
 



 

However, CDFG is still required to complete its obligations under CEQA and prepare a 
Negative Declaration or an EIR, as appropriate, for the proposed project. 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires Federal agencies to consult with USFWS, 
NOAA Fisheries, and state fish and wildlife resource agencies before undertaking or approving 
water projects that control or modify surface water.  The AFRP will work to ensure the proposed 
project’s compliance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 

The Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act of 1996 

The EFH provisions require federal agencies to consult with NOAA Fisheries on project 
actions that may adversely affect the habitats of the west coast salmon fisheries and other 
fisheries managed in federal waters. 

Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et. seq., Streambed Alteration Agreement 

California Department of Fish and Game has regulatory authority with regard to activities 
occurring in streams and/or lakes that could adversely affect any fish or wildlife resource, 
pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.  Authorization is required for 
proposed projects prior to any activities that could substantially divert, obstruct, result in 
deposition of any debris or waste, or change the natural flow of the river, stream, or lake, 
or use material from a stream or lake. 

California State Reclamation Board Encroachment Permit 

The Reclamation Board issues permits to maintain the integrity and safety of flood 
control project levees and floodways that were constructed according to flood control 
plans adopted by the Board of the State Legislature. 

State Lands Commission Land Use Lease 

The State Lands Commission has jurisdiction and management control over those public 
lands received by the state upon its admission to the United States in 1850 that generally 
include all ungranted tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable rivers, 
streams, lakes, bays estuaries, inlets, and straits. 

National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 

Projects must coordinate with the State Historic Preservation Office and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation regarding the effects that a project may have on 
properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic Places.  
Section 106 also requires Federal agencies to evaluate the effects of Federal undertakings 
on historical, archaeological, and cultural resources.  The AFRP will work to ensure the 
proposed project has compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District requires that all portable 
equipment registrations be obtained for all project equipment. 
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The following Executive Orders and Legislative Acts have been reviewed as they apply to the 
Proposed Action, and the following permits/authorizations are required to implement the 
proposed action: 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

This joint EA/IS was prepared pursuant to regulations implementing the NEPA (42 USC 
4321 et seq.).  National Environmental Policy Act provides a commitment that Federal 
agencies would consider environmental effects of their actions.  This EA/IS provides 
information regarding the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, and their 
environmental impacts.  If, after certain key permits are obtained and the final EA/IS is 
released, the Proposed Action is found to have no significant environmental effects, a 
"finding of no significant impact" would be filed. 

Floodplain Management - Executive Order 11988 

Executive Order 11988 requires that all Federal agencies take action to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains, 
and to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare.  The project 
is within the 100-year floodplain.  The Proposed Action supports the preservation and 
enhancement of the natural and beneficial values of floodplains and is in compliance with 
Executive Order 11988. 

Protection of Wetlands - Executive Order 11990 

Executive Order 11990 requires Federal agencies to follow avoidance, mitigation, and 
preservation procedures with public input before proposing new construction of wetlands.  
The EA/IS has identified that the restoration actions would not result in the net loss of 
any wetlands.  Implementation of the proposed restoration could enhance wetlands or 
increase their area, and is in compliance with Executive Order 11990. 

Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-income Populations-Executive Order 13007- 
Executive Order 12898 

Executive Order 12898 requires Federal agencies to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of Federal 
programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations.  The 
Proposed Action has considered the environmental, social, and economic impacts on 
minority and low-income populations and is in compliance with Executive Order 12898. 

Indian Trust Assets, Indian Sacred Sites on Federal Land-Executive Order 13007, and American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 

These laws are designed to protect Indian Trust Assets, accommodate access and 
ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and avoid 
adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites, and protect and preserve 
the observance of traditional Native American religions, respectively.  The Proposed 
restoration activities and their associated mitigation measures would not violate these 
protections 
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 Surface Water and Hydrology 

4.1.1 Affected Environment 
The proposed project will occur immediately adjacent to the lower Stanislaus River just above 
Orange Blossom Bridge.  Material will be excavated from the remnant side channel, sorted and 
processed onsite, and then appropriately sized material will be placed back in the side channel to 
improve rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids.  Land uses in this area include private homes, 
wildlife habitat, recreation and agriculture.  Improvement in salmonid rearing habitat in the 
Stanislaus River has been identified by DWR’s comprehensive habitat plan (DWR 1994); 
USFWS’ Working Paper (USFWS 1999), and Final Restoration Plan (USFWS 2001); San 
Joaquin River Management Plan (1995); and several CDFG documents.  The project does not 
conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community’s conservation plan.  
The proposed project has been discussed and developed in conjunction with the private 
landowners.  The proposed project is consistent with applicable environmental plans or policies 
adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project.  The proposed project has the potential to 
recover juvenile salmonid rearing habitat in the lower Stanislaus River. 

4.1.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 
Impacts to surface water would be considered significant if they result in increased base flood 
elevations upstream and downstream of the project area by more than 0.1 ft (0.03 m) as specified 
by The Reclamation Board. 

4.1.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.1.3.1  No Action Alternative 

If the proposed project is not implemented the existing conditions, water quality and disturbed 
hydrologic processes would continue as they are now.  Available habitat for juvenile salmonids 
would continue to degrade as the channel becomes more incised and continues to be disconnected 
from the natural floodplain.  Native riparian vegetation recruitment and floodplain function in 
terms of juvenile salmonid rearing habitat would continue to degrade. 

4.1.3.2  Proposed Project 

The proposed project would have no impact of surface water flows or groundwater availability or 
use.  Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group (P&P) used the HEC-2 to model and compare flood 
patterns with and without the project surface elevation changes.  They concluded that the 
proposed habitat work would have no impact of the designated floodway.  The P&P analysis was 
expanded to the entire project area to ensure that no impacts will occur.  The proposed project 
recovers habitat functions lost with flow regulation of upstream reservoirs by lowering the 
remnant side channel allowing it to flow on a more frequent basis (i.e., 1.5-year return interval).  
The benefits of this project are expected to be long-term, because high flows capable of 
mobilizing gravel are relatively infrequent in the Stanislaus River. 
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4.2 Water Quality 

4.2.1 Affected Environment 
The lower Stanislaus River provides water for agricultural uses, municipal and domestic supply, 
recreation, and fish and wildlife habitat.  Work proposed for this project would be outside of the 
main river channel and would not affect water quality in the Stanislaus River.  Construction 
activities will be closely monitored to ensure that water quality in the Stanislaus River is not 
affected during implementation.  Temperature loggers will be installed to constantly monitor river 
water temperature.  Data will be downloaded and reviewed frequently during the construction 
process, and monthly following restoration.  Turbidity will also be monitored at site.  Turbidity 
samples will be collected and processed frequently during construction, and monthly following 
project implementation. 

4.2.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 
The Regional Water Quality Control Board and the California Department of Health Services 
regulate water quality levels and maximum contaminant levels for primary drinking water 
supplies.  State water quality standards are more stringent than the federal standards.  The 
following potential impacts have been identified as part of the proposed project: 

 exceedence of state water quality objectives for any given parameters; 

 discharge of oils, grease, or any other material that would result in a film on the water 
or objects in the water; 

 alteration of the suspended sediment load and suspended sediment discharge rate that 
causes a nuisance or adversely affects beneficial uses; 

 alteration of surface water temperatures unless demonstrated to the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board that no impacts to beneficial uses would occur; and, 

 changes in turbidity that cause a nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

4.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.2.3.1  No Action Alternative 

Without the proposed project and under the existing conditions, there would be no changes to the 
existing water quality.  There is no evidence that the current water quality conditions have 
adverse effects on spawning and rearing salmonids.  However, improvements to water quality are 
expected as part of the results of the proposed project. 

4.2.3.2  Proposed Project 

The proposed project does not have the potential to have an effect on water quality in the project 
area.  Work will occur on dry land outside of the river channel.  Oil and grease used in equipment 
will be vegetable based, or another biodegradable material.  Salinity and radioactivity will not be 
changed due to project activities.  Temperature conditions will not be elevated during 
construction activities; however, temperature may be improved (reduced) in the side channel by 
the completed project. 

The project will comply with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and obtain certification for 
project-related activities to control sediment from entering the main river channel during 
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construction.  To minimize risk from additional fine sediments, all trucks and equipment will be 
cleaned, gravels will be processed away from flowing water, and no work will occur in the main 
river channel.  Sediment fencing will be used along the river corridor, as needed, to capture 
floating materials or sediments mobilized during construction activities, and prevent water quality 
impacts.  Stream bank impacts will be isolated and minimized to reduce bank sloughing.  The 
banks will be stabilized with sediment fencing and revegetation following project activities.  
Therefore, we anticipate a less than significant effect on water quality in the Stanislaus River. 

4.3 Climate/Air Quality 

4.3.1 Affected Environment 
The proposed project is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.  The San Joaquin Valley 
Unified Air Pollution Control District is responsible for monitoring air quality in Stanislaus 
County.  The San Joaquin Valley’s air quality has been designated nonattainment by the EPA and 
by the Air Resources Board for O3 (ozone) and PM-10 (fine particulate matter, dust).  The 
Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act require areas that are designated 
nonattainment to reduce emissions until standards are met.  The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
Pollution Control District monitors air quality in the county.  Air quality is affected by a 
combination of air contaminants, meteorological conditions, and the topographical configuration 
of the valley.  A primary factor responsible for the increase of air pollution is the increased 
amounts of pollutants and particulate matter produced by vehicles, industrial processes, mining 
operations, and agricultural activities, such as burning and ground disturbance.  Residential 
density is low in the area, and work only occurs during a limited amount of time, so no impact to 
residents is anticipated.  

4.3.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 
The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution District has established criteria for determining 
local air basin impact significance.  For the purpose of determining significance, the District’s 
criteria for emissions from both nitrogen oxides (NOx) and/or reactive organic gases (ROG) is 10 
tons per year.  For PM-10 emissions, projects that comply with the Districts Regulation VIII are 
considered to have a less than significant impact.  The purpose of Regulation VIII is to reduce the 
amount of fine particulate matter (PM-10) entrained into the ambient air from man-made sources.  
Project emissions that exceed the threshold limits set forth by the District are considered 
significant and require mitigation.  Additionally, exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations would be considered a significant impact. 

4.3.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.3.3.1  No Action Alternative 

Without the proposed project and under existing conditions, the air quality for the area would not 
be affected except for actions that take place under existing conditions. 

4.3.3.2  Proposed Project 

The proposed project, without project components to reduce air quality impacts, would have 
effects on air quality in the area, including the generation of dust and small particulates from the 
excavation of material from the side channel, processing of materials, and operation of heavy 
equipment.  Construction activities may potentially result in localized, short-term construction 
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emissions.  Emissions may include hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, carbon 
monoxide, and particulate matter.  However, effects may have no impact as the area is sparsely 
populated, with very few residences nearby, and the majority of property in rural use.  
Construction activities are temporary, so any changes in air quality due to the project will be 
limited in duration.  The project does not create odors affecting a substantial number of people.  
Landowners are aware of the potential short-term impacts.  Fugitive dust may be emitted during 
use of earth working equipment, but will be reduced by project components that include steam 
cleaning trucks and equipment.  Equipment used during construction is summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2. Construction equipment number and total estimated use in the Lancaster Road restoration project. 
Type of Equipment  Number of Each Type  Estimated Total Use 

(days)  
Estimated Total Use 

(hours)  

3- to 5-yd capacity, rubber-tired 
Front-End Loader  

1 – 2 7 – 14 56 – 112 

Pickup Truck  1 – 2 7 – 14 56 – 112 

Portable Screen Plant  1 7 – 14 56 – 112 

Tractor trailer and End-Dump Hauler  1 – 2 7 – 14 56 – 112 

30-hp Trailer Mounted Pump 1 7 – 14 56 – 112 

Water Truck  1 7 – 14 56 – 112 

 

To avoid all possible impacts, the following measures are included as project components: 

Implement dust reduction measures during transportation of materials to project sites to reduce 
construction-related emissions: 

 wet materials to limit visible dust emissions using water; 

 provide at least 6 in (15.2 cm) of freeboard space from the top of the transport 
container; or, 

 cover the transport container. 

Implement dust reduction measure during gravel placement to reduce construction-related 
emissions: 

 limit or promptly remove any of mud or dirt on construction equipment and vehicles 
at the end of each workday, or once every 24 hours. 

With these measures, we anticipate a less than significant effect on air quality during the limited 
time period of the construction activities. 

4.4 Biological Resources 
Currently, the project area consists of a remnant side channel and alluvial bar that are generally 
disconnected from the river channel during most of the year.  Ongoing juvenile salmonid out-
migration monitoring is conducted by AFRP and Tri-Dam.  The potential presence of special-
status species or other special habitats in the project area was investigated with a literature search 
of the planning documents for the proposed project as well as field observations during 
preliminary investigations.  The Stanislaus River is home to several species listed by the state and 
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federal agencies as threatened, endangered, or a species of special concern (CDFG 2001; USFWS 
2001).  Table 3 lists the special status species that occur in the proposed project area and may be 
affected by restoration activities.  This list includes spring- and winter-run Chinook salmon listed 
in the USFWS Sacramento Endangered Species Program database (Available: 
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/default.htm) when searching in the Oakdale and Knights Ferry 
quadrants.  While spring- and winter-run Chinook salmon occur on this list they do not include 
the San Joaquin River or its tributaries as habitat in their respective NOAA Evolutionary 
Significant Unit (ESU) determinations (Available: http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/ESA-Salmon-
Listings/) and as defined in Federal Register 50 CFR Parts 222 and 226 (NOAA 1994 and 2005).  
These species are not listed for the Oakdale or Knights Ferry quadrants in the CDFG California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; Available: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/).  
Spring- and winter-run Chinook salmon have been extirpated from the San Joaquin Basin; 
therefore, we assume there will be no adverse impacts to these ESUs. 

Table 3. Special status species that may occur in the proposed project area. Data compiled from the CNDDB and 
USFWS database by searching the Oakdale and Knights Ferry quadrants (April 2010). 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status State Status 

Neostapfia colusana Colusa grass Threatened Endangered 

Pseudobahia bahiifolia Hartweg’s golden sunburst Endangered Endangered 

Tuctoria greenei Greene’s tuctoria Critical habitat None 

Branchinecta conservatio Conservancy fairy shrimp Endangered None 

Branchinecta lynchi Vernal pool fairy shrimp Threatened None 

Lepidurus packardi Vernal pool tadpole shrimp Endangered None 

Desmocerus californicus dimorphus Valley elderberry longhorn beetle Threatened None 

Hypomesus transpacificus Delta smelt Threatened Threatened 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Fall/late fall-run Chinook salmon None CDFG species of special concern 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Spring-run Chinook salmon Threatened Threatened 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Winter-run Chinook salmon Endangered Endangered 

Oncorhynchus mykiss Central Valley steelhead Threatened None 

Mylopharodon conocephalus Hardhead None CDFG species of special concern 

Ambystoma californiense California tiger salamander Threatened Threatened 

Rana aurora draytonii California red-legged frog Threatened CDFG species of special concern 

Spea hammondii Western spadefoot None CDFG species of special concern 

Clemmys marmorata Western pond turtle None CDFG species of special concern 

Thamnophis gigas Giant garter snake Threatened Threatened 

Icteria virens Yellow-breasted chat None CDFG species of special concern 
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Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status State Status 
Agelaius tricolor Tricolored blackbird None CDFG species of special concern 

Athene cunicularia Burrowing owl None CDFG species of special concern 

Lasiurus blossevilli Western red bat None CDFG species of special concern 

Antrozous pallidus Pallid bat None CDFG species of special concern 

Eumops perotis californicus Western mastiff bat None CDFG species of special concern 

Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend’s big-eared bat None CDFG species of special concern 

Vulpes macrotis mutica San Joaquin kit fox Endangered Threatened 

 

The only potentially adverse impacts from the project would be those associated with removal of 
material from the side channel, gravel processing, and material replacement.  Gravel will be 
processed (sorted) on-site and placed back in the side channel and adjacent alluvial bar.  The 
following measures will reduce any such potentially significant impacts to less than significant. 

Prior to beginning construction activities a pre-project survey will be conducted of the project 
site.  If elderberry shrubs (or other special status plants) are identified they will be avoided.  
Complete avoidance may be assumed when there is at least a 100-ft (30.5 m) buffer around the 
plant.  These buffers will be established and maintained around all elderberry plants with stems 
measuring 1 in (2.5 cm) in diameter at the ground level (USFWS 1999).  Project activities will be 
adjusted to ensure no activities occur in the buffer area, thereby avoiding any negative effects on 
valley elderberry longhorn beetle. 

Table 4 lists the critical periods when disturbance could result in significant impacts to 
individuals or populations of special status species.  To avoid these impacts, all project ground 
disturbing activities will be conducted during the period August through September, which is 
outside the listed critical periods (Table 4).  If work must be conducted before this time, 
appropriate surveys would be performed to avoid impacts to special status and sensitive species. 

Nesting birds and raptors are protected under the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code.  
Trees and shrubs within the project area likely provide nesting habitat for songbirds and raptors.  
If tree removal is unavoidable, it will occur during the non-breeding season (native tree removal 
is not expected).  If other construction activities must occur during the potential breeding season 
surveys for active nests and/or roosts will be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 30 
days prior to the start of construction.  A minimum no disturbance buffer of 250 ft (76.2 m) will 
be delineated around active nests until the breeding season has ended or until a qualified biologist 
has determined that the birds have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care 
for survival. 

For bat species, before any ground disturbing activities, a qualified biologist will survey for the 
presence of associated habitat types for the bat species of concern. If bats are present, suitable 
avoidance and conservation measures will be implemented.  Project will avoid work in May, 
June, and July within 300 ft (91.4 m) of roosting bats, maternity roosts or winter hibernacula until 
all young bats have fledged. 

Special work areas will be designated to avoid damaging trees and shrubs in riparian habitats, 
especially those sensitive species described above.  Potential impacts to the riparian vegetation 
could occur during construction.  These impacts will be minimized to the greatest extent 
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practicable by selecting routes that avoid or minimize damage.  There will be no impacts on 
heritage size trees (i.e., greater than 16 in [40.6 cm] in diameter). 

Table 4. Critical periods for special status species that may be affected by the construction activities. 

Common Name Critical Period 
Fall-run Chinook Salmon October through June 
Central Valley Steelhead December through May 

Western spadefoot October through July 
Western pond turtle March through July 
Giant garter snake March through July 
Bats (Myotis spp.) May through July 

 

4.4.1 Vegetation 

4.4.1.1 Affected Environment 

The Stanislaus River and its floodplain historically supported dense riparian woodland.  While 
much of the Central Valley upland and foothills were historically covered by sparsely wooded 
grasslands, pre-settlement riparian zones supported dense, multistoried stands of broadleaf trees, 
including valley oak Quercus lobata, Fremont cottonwood Populus fremontii, western sycamore 
Platanus racemosa, willow Salix spp., Oregon ash Fraxinus latifolia, box elder Acer negundo, 
California black walnut Juglans californica and other species (Thompson 1961, 1980; Roberts et 
al. 1980; Conard et al. 1980; Holland and Keil 1995).  These riparian forests varied greatly in 
width, from a narrow strip in confined reaches to several miles wide on broad alluvial floodplains 
(Thompson 1961).  Local accounts of the Stanislaus River describe the rich aquatic and terrestrial 
fauna supported by riparian habitats (Elias 1924). 

4.4.1.1.1 Special Status Plants 
Special-status plant species are defined as vascular plants that are: 1) designated as rare, 
threatened, or endangered by the state or federal governments; 2) proposed for rare, threatened, or 
endangered status; or, 3) state or federal candidate species. 

Colusa Grass Neostapfia colusana 

Colusa grass is always found in vernal pool or vernally flooded habitat.  This species historically 
occurred throughout the Great Central Valley, but is now known from only Colusa, Merced, 
Solano, and Stanislaus counties (Hickman 1993).  The proposed project site does not contain any 
known occurrences of Colusa grass near the project area, but this plant is known to occur in 
various locations throughout the Central Valley.  Focused surveys for this species did not locate 
any individuals within the project area.  This species is not likely to be present in within the 
project site. 

Hartweg's Golden Sunburst Pseudobahia bahiifolia 

Hartweg's golden sunburst, also called Hartweg's pseudobahia, is a slender, woolly annual in the 
sunflower family (Asteraceae).  It has one or a few stems 2 – 6 in (5.1 – 15.2 cm) tall, with 
mostly narrow, undivided leaves.  The yellow or golden flowers bloom in March and April.  A 
member of the sneezeweed tribe (Helenieae), the Pseudobahia genus is distinguished from 

28 
 



 

related genera by characteristics of the leaves, flowers, and seeds.  Hartweg's golden sunburst is 
distinguished from other members of the genus by the shape of its largest leaves, which are entire 
or three-lobed.  Hartweg's golden sunburst occurs in open grasslands and grasslands at the 
margins of blue oak woodland, primarily on shallow, well-drained, fine-textured soils, nearly 
always on the north or northeast facing of “mima mounds”.  These are mounds of earth roughly 1 
– 6 ft (0.3 – 1.8 m) high and 10 – 100 ft (3.1 – 30.5 m) in diameter at the base, interspersed with 
basins that may pond water in the rainy season (no one is sure what produced the mounds).  The 
species is found only in the Central Valley of California.  Historically, the range of the species 
may have extended from Yuba County south to Fresno County, a range of 200 miles (321.9 km).  
Within this range, the species was only locally abundant.  Today, there are 16 populations on the 
eastern edge of the San Joaquin Valley.  Remaining populations are concentrated in the Friant 
region of Fresno and Madera counties and the La Grange region in Stanislaus County.  According 
to the USFWS, Hartweg's golden sunburst has declined because of habitat loss caused by 
agricultural and urban development, levee construction, pumice mining, cattle grazing, road 
widening, off-road vehicle use, and competition with nonnative weeds.  One population is 
protected under a conservation agreement between The Nature Conservancy and the USBR.  The 
remaining populations continue to be threatened by some or all of the above activities.  Due to 
lack of mima mounds within the project area, this species is not likely to be present in within the 
project site. 

Greene’s Tuctoria Tuctoria greenei 

Greene’s tuctoria, which is also known as Greene’s Orcutt grass or awnless spiralgrass, is a small, 
tufted annual in the grass family (Poaceae).  The plant has several to many stems 2 – 6 in (5.1 – 
15.2 cm) tall, each ending in a spike-like inflorescence that may be partly enfolded in the upper 
leaf.  The lemmas (bracts) are strongly curved and more or less truncate at the apex (Hickman 
1993).  Greene’s tuctoria is currently found in widely separated occurrences in Butte, Merced, 
Shasta, and Tehama counties.  Sixty percent of the extant occurrences are in the Vina Plains area 
of Tehama and Butte counties.  Eastern Merced County has about 30% of the known occurrences.  
Other occurrences are located in Glenn and Shasta counties.  The species has been extirpated 
from Fresno, Madera, San Joaquin, Stanislaus and Tulare counties.  Since this species is no 
longer found in Stanislaus County it will not be impacted by the project. 

4.4.1.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 

Impacts to botanical resources would be considered significant if they result in one of the 
following criteria: 

 direct mortality of state or federally-listed plant species; 

 indirect reductions in the size of a special status plants species population; and, 

 potential to reduce the extent or values of habitats in which special-status plant 
populations occur. 

4.4.1.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.4.1.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no project related impacts to riparian vegetation 
or existing special status plant species. 
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4.4.1.3.2 Proposed Project 
To avoid and/or minimize any impacts to state or federally listed plant species and existing 
critical habitat, the project site would be surveyed for sensitive species prior to the start of any 
ground disturbing activities.  If any are found, resource agency biologists (CDFG, USFWS) will 
be contacted to develop appropriate avoidance and conservation measures.  Implementing the 
measures would avoid adverse effects on listed species and associated habitats, and any 
remaining impacts would be insignificant or discountable.  No impacts to upland plant species are 
expected to result from gravel extraction and processing activities.  Exotic species present in the 
upland and riparian areas, which include tree of heaven, Himalayan blackberry, and yellow 
starthistle, will be eradicated where possible.  Tree of heaven will be removed and disposed of at 
an approved facility.  No impacts to riparian plant species are expected to result from removing 
gravel in the gravel extraction and processing area or to provide access routes for heavy 
equipment to the rivers.  Mature native trees will be preserved and avoided.  Therefore, there is 
no impact or a positive impact to native riparian species. 

4.4.2 Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. 
Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates the 
disposal of dredged and fill materials into “jurisdictional waters of the United States”.  Waters 
include intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, 
wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, and wetlands 
adjacent to any water of the U.S. (CFR 33 Part 328).  Navigable waters are also regulated under 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. 

4.4.2.1 Affected Environment 

The Stanislaus River is a tributary to the San Joaquin River in the southern portion of California’s 
Central Valley.  The river, which drains an approximately 1,100 mi2 (2,849 km2) watershed, 
originates in the Sierra Nevada range before joining the San Joaquin River 75 mi (120 km) south 
of the City of Sacramento (Kondolf et al. 2001).  Elevations in the watershed range from 13,000 
ft (4,000 m) at its crest to approximately 50 ft (15 m) at the confluence with the San Joaquin 
River.  The project site is located at latitude - longitude coordinates of N 37° 47' 11.29" and W 
120° 44' 53.33".  The aquatic habitat types observed within the study area include: perennial 
wetland, wetland seep, and side channels of the Stanislaus River (AES 2010).  A total of 
approximately 3.0 ac (1.2 ha) of potentially jurisdictional wetlands and Waters of the U.S. were 
mapped within the study area (Table 5).  These potentially jurisdictional features include one 
perennial wetland (PW-1), two wetland seeps (WS-1, WS-2), and two side channels of the 
Stanislaus River (SCH-1, SCH-2) (Figure 7).  

Table 5. Potential wetlands and waters of the U.S. within the project site (AES 2010). 

Feature Type Acreage (ha)1 Linear Feet (m)1 
Wetland Seep 0.04 (0.02) NA 

Perennial Wetland 0.13 (0.05) NA 
Wetlands Total 0.17 (0.07)  

Side Channels 1 and 2 0.28 (0.11) 771 (235) 
Combined Total 0.62 (0.25) 771 (235) 

NOTE: 1Acreages represent a calculated estimation and are subject to modification following USACE verification. 
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Figure 7. Map of wetland delineation for Lancaster Road Side Channel & Floodplain Restoration Project 
site.  Note, blue indicates side channel extent and purple indicates wetland seep. 

 

4.4.2.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 

Impacts to state or federal jurisdictional waters would be considered significant if they resulted in 
a permanent decrease in the function and value of wetland and riparian habitat within the project 
reach. 

4.4.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.4.2.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under a No-Action Alternative, no impacts to existing state or federal jurisdictional waters would 
occur. 

4.4.2.3.2 Proposed Project 
Impacts to jurisdictional waters are not expected to occur as a result of the proposed project, 
because project actions will improve the function and value of existing wetland habitats.  This 
project will add wetland acreage to the area, and is expected to be seasonally inundated.  
Therefore, no effect to wetlands is anticipated due to project activities. 
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4.4.3 Wildlife 

4.4.3.1 Affected Environment 

The proposed project area includes remnant side channel and alluvial floodplain habitat, and 
heavily impacted riparian areas changed by historic human activities.  There is residual riparian 
habitat in the proposed project area. 

4.4.3.1.1 Special Status Wildlife Species 
Special-status wildlife species are defined as taxa that are: 1) designated as threatened or 
endangered by the state or federal governments; 2) proposed or petitioned for federal threatened 
or endangered status; 3) state or federal candidate species; 4) listed as Species of Concern by the 
USFWS; or, 5) identified by the CDFG as Species of Special Concern.  The special-status 
wildlife species that may potentially occur in the project area are described below.  Pre-
construction surveys will be conducted for these species and if any are found, USFWS and CDFG 
biologists will be consulted about avoidance and conservation measures. 

Invertebrates 
Conservancy Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta conservatio 

The conservancy fairy shrimp, an anostracan, is found in cool water ponds with low to moderate 
amounts of dissolved solids.  Pools containing conservancy fairy shrimp are seasonally astatic, 
filled by winter and spring rains, and usually last into June at the latest (Eriksen and Belk 1999).  
B. conservatio has been collected November-April, when temperatures are 41°F – 75.2°F (5°C –
24°C).  Hatching occurs about a week after pool filling at 50°F (10°C), and at least 19 days are 
required to reach maturity if water temperatures slowly increase to 68°F (20°C).  Individual B. 
conservatio may live up to 154 days.  Only one cohort is produced each year, so both sexes 
usually disappear long before their native pools are dry.  Cysts are produced in large numbers, 
and are relatively small (mean diameter of 0.01 in [0.23 mm]) compared to other California fairy 
shrimp (Eriksen and Belk 1999).  Conservancy fairy shrimp are found in grasslands in the 
northern two-thirds of the Central Valley, at elevations of 16 – 476 ft (4.9 – 145.1 m).  Within 
this area, populations are even more restricted and occur in just a few fragmented localities.  This 
limited range is within land forms that are prime areas for agriculture and urban development, 
which constitute the largest threat to this species (Eriksen and Belk 1999).  The conservancy fairy 
shrimp is a federally listed endangered species.  The CNDDB shows no known occurrences of 
conservancy fairy shrimp in or near the project area.  This species is dependent upon short grass 
vernal pool landscapes, so it may occur in nearby grasslands but not within or directly adjacent to 
the project area.  While the land adjacent to the Stanislaus River riparian corridor may have 
historically supported vernal pools, intensive gold and gravel mining and agriculture have 
replaced this habitat type in the project area vicinity.  This species does not occur in any of the 
project site. 

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi 

The vernal pool fairy shrimp, a short-lived anostracan, found in cool temporary ponds with low to 
moderate dissolved solids.  Vernal pool fairy shrimp have a wide distribution throughout 
California’s grasslands, but are usually outnumbered by other fairy shrimp species when they co-
occur.  Distribution ranges from near Red Bluff in Shasta County south through most of the 
Central Valley continuing, via disjunct populations, south to Riverside County.  Locations of 
vernal pool fairy shrimp typically exist from 33 – 951 ft (10.1 – 289.9 m) in elevation although, 
in the South Coast Mountain region, some populations are found at elevations as high as 3,803 ft 
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(1,159.2 m).  Populations exist in small depressions in sandstone outcrops less than one meter 
wide; or small swales, earth slumps, in basalt flow depressions with grassy or muddy bottoms; or 
in unplowed grasslands.  These pools are smaller than those inhabited by most fairy shrimp, 
except the mid-valley shrimp (Eriksen and Belk 1999).  These are predominantly the California 
vernal pools discussed by Holland (1978).  Vernal pool fairy shrimp appear early December to 
early May, in pools filled by winter and spring rains.  Temperatures of these pools while 
inhabited range between 40.1°F – 73.4°F (4.5 – 23°C), with low to moderate Total Dissolved 
Solids (48 – 481 ppm, mean of 185 ppm), moderate alkalinity (22 – 274 ppm, average of 91 
ppm), and a mean pH of 6.8 (range 6.3 – 8.5).  The extensive range of the vernal pool fairy 
shrimp occurs mainly within landforms that are prime areas for agricultural and urban 
development, which constitute the largest threat to this species (Eriksen and Belk 1999).  Vernal 
pool fairy shrimp are a federally listed threatened species.  The CNDDB lists no known 
occurrences of vernal pool fairy shrimp in or near the project area.  Because this species is 
dependent upon short grass vernal pool landscapes, it is unlikely that this species occurs within 
the project area.  While the land adjacent to the Stanislaus River riparian corridor may have 
historically supported vernal pools, dredge mining and intensive agriculture has replaced this 
habitat type in the project area vicinity. 

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Lepidurus packardi 

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are poorly understood notostracans, characterized by their few, 
similarly-sized median spines on their supra-anal plate, which are not placed on a keel, and their 
35 pairs of legs (Pennak 1989).  Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are typically found in temporary 
ponds and swales containing clear to highly turbid water.  Pools containing vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp are commonly found in unplowed grasslands.  Currently, vernal pool tadpole shrimp exist 
in vernal pools ranging from the north end of the Central Valley around Redding to the south 
Central Valley around Visalia, between the Coast Range and the Sierra Nevada.  Within this 
range, distribution is patchy and generally clustered into vernal pool complexes.  Vernal pool 
tadpole shrimp appear in pools filled by fall and winter rains, re-establishing each year from 
diapaused (resting) cysts (King 1996).  Virtually all pools inhabited by the vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp fill, even during drought years (King 1996).  The patchy distribution of the vernal pool 
tadpole shrimp occurs on flat, developable land that has easy accessibility (Cheatham 1976).  As 
a result, habitat loss constitutes the largest threat to this species.  Because this species is 
dependent upon short grass vernal pool landscapes, it is unlikely that this species occurs within 
the project area.  While the land adjacent to the Stanislaus River riparian corridor may have 
historically supported vernal pools, dredge mining and intensive agriculture has replaced this 
habitat type in the project area vicinity. 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Desmocerus californicus dimorphus 

The Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is a medium-sized (about 0.8 in [2 cm] long) beetle, with 
‘dimorphus’ sexual appearance.  The male forewings are primarily red with dark green spots, 
while the female have dark metallic green with red margins.  The entire life cycle is associated 
with elderberry trees Sambucus spp. in California’s Central Valley.  In the Central Valley, 
elderberry trees are associated with riparian forests. 

The beetle historically ranged throughout the valley, but recent surveys find it persists only in 
limited localities along the Sacramento, American, San Joaquin, Kings, Kaweah, and Tule rivers 
and their tributaries.  Occurrences have been documented in Fresno, Madera, Merced, Stanislaus, 
and San Joaquin counties (CDFG 2002).  The adult stage is short-lived in the valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle, and the adults are active from early March to early June; mating occurs in May 
(Barr 1991).  Eggs are laid singly, or in groups, along the elderberry bark’s crevices, and hatch in 
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about 10 days.  Larvae burrow a cavity inside the bark, roots and branches of the elderberry and 
pupate.  Gestation for this stage is one to two years before emerging as adults (Barr 1991).  They 
appear to prefer elderberry of certain size classes, typically larger mature plants (Kellner 1992).  
The USFWS Conservation Guidelines for the beetle consider plants with one or more stems 
(>0.98 in [2.5 cm]) to be potential host plants (USFWS 1999).  Elderberry plants are present 
within the project footprint. 

Amphibians 
California Tiger Salamander Ambystoma californiense 

California tiger salamander is a terrestrial amphibian in the family Ambystomatidae.  It is large 
and stocky with a broad, rounded snout with small eyes protruding from their heads.  They have 
black irises.  Adult males are about 8 in (20 cm) long, females a little less than 7 in (18 cm).  
Coloration consists of white or pale yellow spots or bars on a black background on the back and 
sides.  The belly varies from almost uniform white or pale yellow to a variegated pattern of white 
or pale yellow and black.  California tiger salamanders are restricted to breeding in vernal pools 
and seasonal ponds, including many constructed stock ponds, in grassland and oak savannah plant 
communities, predominantly from sea level to 2,000 ft (609.6 m), in central California.  Larvae 
require significantly more time to transform into juvenile adults than other native amphibians.  
They are relatively poor burrowers, requiring refuges provided by ground squirrels and other 
burrowing mammals in which they live underground during dry months.  The primary cause of 
California tiger salamander decline is the loss and fragmentation of habitat from urban and 
agricultural development, land conversion, and other human-caused factors.  California tiger 
salamanders require large contiguous areas of vernal pools (vernal pool complexes or comparable 
aquatic breeding habitat) containing multiple breeding ponds to ensure recolonization of 
individual ponds, in association with extensive upland areas.  A strong negative association 
between bullfrogs and California tiger salamanders has been documented.  Louisiana swamp 
crayfish, mosquito fish, green sunfish and other introduced fishes also prey on adult or larval 
salamanders.  Other impacts to this species include disease, reduction of ground squirrel 
populations and direct and indirect impacts from pesticides.  The introduction of various 
nonnative tiger salamander subspecies may out-compete California tiger salamanders, or 
interbreed with them to create hybrids that may be less adapted to the California climate or are 
not reproductively viable past the first or second generations.  Some hybrid tiger salamanders 
exhibit hybrid vigor.  Automobiles and off-road vehicles kill a significant number of migrating 
California tiger salamanders, and contaminated runoff from roads, highways and agriculture may 
adversely affect them.  Floodplain habitats recovered by project activities may provide additional 
habitat and benefit for this species. 

California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii 

The California red-legged frog Rana draytonii is the largest native frog in the western United 
States, ranging from 1.6 – 5.1 in (4 – 13 cm) long.  The abdomen and hind legs of adults are 
largely red.  The back has small black flecks and larger irregular dark blotches.  These frogs have 
indistinct outlines on a brown, gray, olive, or reddish background color.  The spots on the frogs’ 
backs usually have light centers.  Lateral folds are prominent on the back.  They prefer quiet 
pools of streams, marshes, and occasionally ponds.  This species occurs along the Coast Range 
Mountains from Mendocino County south, and in portions of the Sierra Nevada and Cascade 
mountain ranges.  Sierra populations are highly restricted and consist of small numbers of 
individuals.  Human activities that result in habitat destruction and/or the introduction of exotic 
competitors such as bullfrogs and green sunfish may have a negative effect on this species.  This 
species is not known to occur in Stanislaus County, and has not been observed in the project area.  

34 
 



 

We do not expect there will be an impact to this species by the construction and monitoring 
associated with the proposed project. 

Western Spadefoot Spea hammondii 

The western spadefoot toad Spea hammondii, ranges in size from 1.5 – 2.5 in (3.8 – 6.4 cm) in 
length.  Their coloration can be green, brown, yellow, or gray with irregular light stripes and 
random darker blotches.  The skin of this toad is relatively smooth with scattered small tubercles, 
red or orange tipped in some individuals; the coloration of the belly is whitish.  The body of the 
spadefoot toad is plump with short limbs, the eyes are large with vertical pupils, and the eardrum 
is apparent.  The most distinguishing characteristic of this species is the prominent sharp-edged 
“spade” on each hind foot.  Agriculture, urban developments, and extensive grazing have 
degraded or eliminated freshwater habitat for this species.  This species has been known to occur 
in surrounding areas near the project site.  Western spadefoots have not been observed at the 
project site, but may be present in the surrounding habitat. 

Reptiles 
Western Pond Turtle Actinemys marmorata 

The Western pond turtle is a CDFG species of special concern and is known to occur from Baja 
California to British Columbia, west of the Sierra-Cascades crest.  The San Joaquin Valley is 
within an ‘intergrade’ zone (Stebbins 1985).  The turtles inhabit a wide range of areas including 
ponds, lakes, slow-moving streams, or ditches.  The known elevational range of the western pond 
turtle extends from near sea level to approximately 4,690 ft (1,430 m).  Hatchlings and juveniles 
require very specific habitat in the first few years: low flow regions and backwater areas of rivers.  
Habitats preferred by juveniles are relatively scarce and subject to disturbance (Jennings et al. 
1992).  Adults are habitat generalists, but prefer abundant woody debris, overhanging vegetation, 
and rock outcroppings for basking.  According to Holland (1994) mating has been observed in the 
field in mid-June in southern California and in captive specimens in late August and early 
September.  Oviposition occurs on land, usually above the floodplain, up to several hundred 
meters from water.  For nesting, gravid (with eggs) females tend to seek out open areas with 
sparse, low vegetation (annual grasses and herbs), a low slope angle, and dry hard soil.  
Incubation takes about three months and overall hatching rates are about 70% (Holland 1994).  In 
northern California, hatching occurs in the fall, and the hatchlings usually remain in the nest 
chamber over the winter and emerge in spring (Holland 1994).  In southern and central 
California, some hatchlings may emerge from the nest chamber in the fall, while others over-
winter in the nest chamber and emerge in spring (Holland 1994).  Western pond turtles are active 
year round in warm areas.  There is potential for competitive exclusion by introduced species 
such as bullfrogs or largemouth bass.  Habitat destruction is also noted as a reason for decline 
(Jennings et al. 1992).  The largest threats western pond turtles face presently are the predation of 
hatchlings by introduced, non-native bullfrogs and the loss of habitat due to urbanization.  
Western pond turtles have not been observed in the project area, but may be present in the 
surrounding habitat. 

Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis gigas 

The giant garter snake Thamnophis gigas is listed as threatened both federally and state (Fisher et 
al. 1994).  It is a large snake with keeled dorsal scales and a head slightly wider than the neck.  
Ground color is brown or olive to black.  There is typically a yellowish dorsal stripe, a light 
yellowish stripe on each side, and two rows of dark blotches on the sides.  Snakes in the San 
Joaquin Valley may also have indistinct strips or no stripes, creating a checkered appearance.  
The underside is light brown or light grayish.  This species is endemic to California and range 
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from Glenn County to the southern edge of the San Francisco Bay-Delta, and from Merced 
County to northern Fresno County, apparently no longer occurring from south of northern Fresno 
County.  This species is highly aquatic and prefers marsh and wetland type habitat.  The giant 
garter snake has not been observed at the project site, but may occur in the surrounding riparian 
habitat. 

Birds 
Yellow-breasted Chat Icteria virens 

The yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens are very large, aberrant warblers with distinctive 
plumage.  They have olive green to grayish upperparts with lemon-yellow chin, throat, and 
breast; the large bill has a strongly curved culmen.  The face of this species is grayish with black 
lores, white supercilium, and white eye-crescent on lower eye-lid (Eckerle and Thompson 2001).  
They are an uncommon summer resident and migrant in coastal California and in foothills of the 
Sierra Nevada.  They are not known to occur in Stanislaus County; therefore, they would not 
likely be impacted by the project. 

Tri-color Blackbird Agelaius tricolor 

The tri-color blackbird Agelaius tricolor ranges from Northern California in the U.S. to upper 
Baja California in Mexico.  This species forms the largest colonies of North American landbirds, 
as it is highly social and gregarious.  Nesting colonies may consist of tens of thousands of 
individuals.  This social nature makes the bird vulnerable to impacts from urban and agricultural 
land uses.  Native grasslands once used for nesting and feeding have been lost to urban and 
agricultural development.  Birds adapting to nesting in agricultural fields have been disturbed by 
harvesting during the breeding season.  No records of this species occur in the California Natural 
Diversity Database for the project area. 

Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia 

The burrowing owl Athene cunicularia is a small, long-legged owl with bright yellow eyes.  The 
beak can be between yellowish or greenish depending on the subspecies.  The owls have 
prominent white eyebrows and a white chin patch.  The breast and belly are white with variable 
brown spotting or barring.  Populations in California have been greatly reduced over the past fifty 
years due to urban development in prime habitat areas.  This species has not been observed in the 
project area and most likely will not be impacted during construction activities. 

Mammals 
Western Red Bat Lasiurus blossevillii 

The Western red bat has an upper body that is brick red to rusty red washed with white; males are 
usually more brightly colored than females.  Red bats are locally common in some areas of 
California, occurring from Shasta County to the Mexican border, west of the Sierra 
Nevada/Cascades Crest, and deserts.  Roosting habitat includes forests and woodlands between 
sea level and mixed coniferous forest.  Preferred roost sites are in edge habitat adjacent to 
streams, fields, or urban areas.  Roost sites are usually solitary, and can be 2 – 40 ft (0.6 – 12.2 m) 
from the ground.  The Western red bat has not been observed in the project area; however, 
Cottonwood riparian habitat associated with the Stanislaus River provides significant roosting 
and foraging habitat for reproductive female red bats during the summer.  These species will not 
be impacted by the construction and operation of the proposed project because of the 
minimization of impacts to riparian habitat by project components.  Since the project will result in 
an increase in riparian habitat, the project will have a long-term positive impact on this species. 
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Pallid Bat Antrozous pallidus 

The pallid bat is a large, light colored bat with large prominent ears.  Pallid bats are common in 
desert and grassland habitats throughout the southwestern U.S., especially in areas near water 
(Hermanson and O’Shea 1983).  Pallid bats roost in small colonies in rock crevices and man-
made structures, and rarely in caves.  Diurnal roosts may be shared with other bat species such as 
the Brazilian free-tailed bat and Yuma myotis (Hermanson and O’Shea 1983).  Pallid bats forage 
between 0.3 – 1.6 mi (0.5 – 2.5 km) from the day roost.  Although locally common, populations 
are very sensitive to disturbance of roosting sites.  Pallid bats are not known to be present at the 
project site.  These species will not be impacted by the construction and operation of the proposed 
project because of the minimization of impacts to riparian habitat by project components. 

Western Mastiff Bat Eumops perotis californicus 

The western mastiff bat is a very large free tailed bat.  Two of its distinguishing characteristics 
are long narrow wings and large rounded ears that are joined at the mid-line across the forehead 
and project forward, extending beyond the nose.  An additional characteristic is the tail, which 
extends far beyond the interfemoral membrane.  The color of the body and membranes are dark to 
brownish gray while slightly paler below.  This is an uncommon bat in California’s arid and 
semiarid lowlands in the lower Sonoran life zone.  This bat is not known to occur in the project 
area and will not be impacted by the project. 

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat Corynorhinus townsendii 

Townsend’s big-eared bats are medium-sized, light brown bats with very large ears.  They 
specialize in eating moths and other insects.  They have been known to occur throughout 
California, but the details of its distribution are not well known.  Once considered common, this 
species is now considered uncommon in California.  It is most abundant in mesic habitats.  They 
prefer cave habitat and are easily disturbed by human encroachment.  No caves occur in the 
project area.  It is highly unlikely that this species will be impacted by the project activities. 

San Joaquin Kit Fox Vulpes macrotis mutica 

Comparable in size to a small dog or large cat, the San Joaquin kit fox is the largest of the eight 
subspecies of kit fox.  San Joaquin kit fox are basically nocturnal, but they occasionally come out 
during the day, and the pups may be seen playing near the den.  A mated kit fox pair may use up 
to 39 dens in a single year, although a fox usually spends its primarily solitary life within a 1 – 2 
square mile (259 – 518 ha) area.  They either dig these dens themselves or enlarge squirrel or 
badger dens.  Natal dens, generally the largest and most complex type of den, may be constructed 
over a period of several years (Morrell 1972).  Kit fox are also known to use manmade structures, 
such as small-diameter culverts.  The San Joaquin kit fox historically inhabited the semi-arid 
regions of California's Central Valley and adjacent foothills.  Much of this range has been 
reduced as a result of agricultural and urban development and they are now primarily found in the 
grasslands and scrub habitats of the southern San Joaquin Valley.  They are also found in and 
adjacent to agricultural and urban areas (Spiegel et al. 1996).  In 1965, the California Fish and 
Game Commission classified the San Joaquin kit fox as a protected furbearer, and in 1971 the 
State classified it as "rare" (now threatened) under the 1970 California Endangered Species Act.  
The U.S. Secretary of the Interior listed the subspecies as Endangered under the Endangered 
Species Protection Act of 1973, as amended.  In the north, the habitat is so fragmented by 
urbanization and agriculture that this portion of the population is very close to extinction.  Kit fox 
throughout their range are also subject to disease, predation, roadkill, off-road vehicles, shooting, 
trapping, and rodenticide mortality.  The CNDDB records do not list any occurrences of San 
Joaquin kit fox within the project area.  However, potential habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox is 
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present on both sides of the river in large expanses of intact grassland habitat and in dry farmed 
areas.  Preliminary walking surveys of this potential habitat yielded no potential dens or sign 
indicative of this species.  Pre-construction surveys will be conducted by qualified wildlife 
biologists, which will determine the use of the project site by San Joaquin kit fox; surveys will 
focus on identification of potential, atypical, active, and natal (USFWS 1999) kit fox dens within 
the construction footprint and a minimum 500 ft (152.4 m) buffer around the construction 
footprint.  If potential kit fox dens are located within the construction or buffer area, a minimum 
of five consecutive nights of camera/scent stations and track stations will be placed by the den 
entrances in order to determine if the den is in use by kit fox.  No project-related impacts will 
occur to potential habitat for this species due to primary work in the remnant side channel as this 
species is not likely to be present in the work area. 

4.4.3.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 

Impacts to wildlife resources would be considered significant if they resulted in any one of the 
following: 

 direct mortality of federally or state listed wildlife species; 

 temporary impacts to habitat of federal or state listed wildlife species resulted in 
increased mortality or lowered reproductive success; and/or,  

 permanent loss of designated critical habitat for federal or state listed wildlife 
species. 

4.4.3.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.4.4.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under a No-Action Alternative, no impacts to wildlife resources would occur. 

4.4.4.3.2 Proposed Project 
Temporary impacts to wildlife species may occur as a result of the proposed project due to 
temporary loss of riparian habitat and daytime disturbances due to construction activities.  
Impacts to elderberry shrubs, which provides critical habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle will be reduced to less than significant by implementing avoidance and protective 
measures outlined in this document and according to the July 1999 USFWS conservation 
guidelines.  Impacts to other sensitive wildlife species will be reduced to less than significant by 
conducting pre-construction surveys.  If sensitive species are observed, agency recommended 
avoidance and conservation measures would be implemented.  Actions will occur outside of the 
critical time periods to avoid impacts.  With these measures, there should be no significant effects 
to wildlife species or critical habitat due to this project.  Successful implementation of this project 
may improve habitat conditions for wildlife. 

4.4.4 Fish 

4.4.4.1 Affected Environment 

Fish habitat in the Stanislaus River below the Goodwin Dam has been impacted by many factors, 
most prominently by extensive mining activities and regulated flow.  The project is located within 
the impacted reach of the Stanislaus River.  The changes to the landscape severely reduce the 
availability of rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids.  Also, deep mining pits provide habitat for 
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Sacramento pikeminnow Ptychocheilus grandis, largemouth bass Micropterus salmoides, and 
striped bass, species that prey on juvenile salmonids.  Rearing habitat in the lower Stanislaus 
River has been further degraded by highly regulated flows and the diking of floodplains for 
agriculture and urban development.  New Melones Dam has greatly reduced the amplitude and 
frequency of flood flows on the lower Stanislaus River, reducing available floodplain habitat, and 
those that are accessible are not often inundated at times most beneficial to juvenile salmonids.  
Without inundation, the floodplains cannot provide terrestrial food for juvenile salmon and 
steelhead, or organic matter input that helps produce more food within the river.  Moreover, the 
lack of peak flood flows allows encroachment of riparian vegetation, which along with the dikes 
tend to confine flood flows to the river channel.  This in turn accelerates the rate that gravel is 
scoured from spawning and rearing habitat.  With high rates of scour, spawning and rearing 
habitat tends to erode away and the river tends to narrow because the upstream reservoirs block 
gravel recruitment from the upper watershed (Kondolf et al. 2001).  Water diversions for urban 
and agricultural use in all three San Joaquin River tributaries reduce flows and potentially result 
in unsuitably high water temperatures.  Species of fish that have been observed in the vicinity of 
the project area include fall-run Chinook salmon, steelhead, rainbow trout, striped bass, 
largemouth bass, smallmouth bass M. dolomieu, Sacramento pikeminnow, Carp Cyprinus carpio, 
goldfish Carassius auratus, hitch Lavinia exilicauda, Sacramento blackfish Orthodon 
microlepidotus, tule perch Hysterocarpus traski, black bullhead Ameiurus melas, among others. 

4.4.4.1.1 Special Status Fish Species 
Special-status fish species are defined as taxa that are: 1) designated as threatened or endangered 
by the state or federal governments; 2) proposed or petitioned for federal threatened or 
endangered status; 3) state or federal candidate species; or, 4) identified by the CDFG as Species 
of Special Concern. 

Of the special-status species identified by the USFWS or from the CNDDB, only fall-run 
Chinook salmon, steelhead, and hardhead occur in the project area.  It is highly unlikely that delta 
smelt Hypomesus transpacificus occur in the project vicinity as their habitat is typically found 
well downstream of the project area in the Delta region. 

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus 

Delta smelt are small, slender bodied smelts that are 2 – 2.8 in (5 – 7 cm) long as adults.  They 
have a steely blue sheen on the sides and seem almost translucent.  Delta smelt live together in 
schools and feed on zooplankton.  They are endemic to the greater Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
system.  They are a pelagic fish that prefer delta habitat in the mixing zone.  Delta smelt are not 
known to occur in the lower Stanislaus River.  In addition, the project will not occur in the river 
channel and will have not impact to this species. 

Fall-run Chinook Salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

Historically, both spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon were known to exist in the Stanislaus 
River (Yoshiyama et al. 2000).  By the mid-1920s, Goodwin Dam had eliminated access to the 
upper Stanislaus River (Reynolds et al. 1993).  Fall-run Chinook salmon escapement estimates 
were extremely low for all San Joaquin River tributaries, including the Stanislaus River in 2007 
and 2008, increasing the importance of targeting restoration efforts to improve conditions and 
monitoring the effectiveness of all efforts (Watry et al. 2007, 2008).  The majority of spawning in 
the Stanislaus River takes place from Goodwin Dam (RM 58) to just below Oakdale, California.  
The Final Restoration Plan for the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (USFWS 2001) calls 
for a fall-run Chinook salmon production target of 22,000 fish for the Stanislaus River.  
Escapement estimates have been extremely poor in the last several years (Anderson et al. 2007; 

39 
 



 

CDFG, unpublished data).  The annual fall-run Chinook salmon migration in the Stanislaus River 
begins in early September, peaks in November, and tapers off in December.  Spawning generally 
occurs shortly after migration, primarily from late October through December.  Redds incubate 
and alevin hatch in the gravel between October and March, depending on time of spawning and 
water temperature.  Fry begin to emerge from the gravel starting in January and continuing until 
April.  Most juvenile Chinook salmon in the Stanislaus River have left the spawning areas by 
June of their first year.  Chinook salmon spawn in moderately-sized cobble in riffles and pool 
tailouts (Merz et al. 2004).  Spawning distribution and incubation success are important factors 
controlled by substrate size and intergravel flow (Harrison 1923; Hobbs 1937; McNeil 1964; 
Cooper 1965; Platts 1979).  Female Chinook salmon will excavate a redd that is typically 111 – 
189 ft2 (10.3 – 17.6 m2) in size (Healey 1991).  The female defends the redd until death, and 
fertilized eggs will incubate for about 13 weeks, depending on water temperature (Bjornn and 
Reiser 1991).  Larvae hatch with yolk sacs and remain in substrate until the sac is absorbed, about 
2 – 3 weeks.  Emerging fry disperse downstream or to lateral margins of river.  Large numbers of 
fry have been captured at the mouth of the river in wet years (Watry et al. 2008).  Subyearling 
smolts typically out-migrate from April to May but may be as late as June. 

Central Valley Steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss 

Steelhead have the greatest diversity of life history patterns of any Pacific salmonid species, 
including varying, degrees of anadromy, differences in reproductive biology, and plasticity of life 
history between generations.  Only winter-run steelhead currently occur in Central Valley streams 
(McEwan and Jackson 1996).  They prefer cold water between 55°F – 70°F (13°C – 21°C) that is 
saturated with dissolved oxygen.  In the Stanislaus River, two forms of steelhead exist: the 
resident form that remains in the river its entire life, and the anadromous form that migrates to the 
ocean and returns to the river to spawn, multiple times.  The relationship between resident and 
anadromous forms is not well understood, but some evidence suggests the two forms interbreed 
and produce juveniles of the alternate form (Shapovalov and Taft 1954; Burgner et al. 1992; 
Hallock 1989).  No genetic differentiation has been found between forms, supporting this 
hypothesis (Busby et al. 1993; Nielsen 1994).  Central Valley steelhead are listed as threatened by 
federal ESA.  The Stanislaus River is included in their designated critical habitat (NMFS 2000).  
Critical habitat is defined by ESA as specific areas within a geographic region where the habitat 
values are essential for conserving the species.  This designation includes river and adjacent 
riparian areas (NMFS 2000), and restoring spawning and rearing areas may be important for 
conservation.  Little is known about steelhead in the Stanislaus River.  In the Sacramento River, 
adult winter steelhead migrate upstream during most months of the year from July to March 
(Bailey 1954; Hallock et al. 1961).  Spawning occurs from January to March.  Central Valley 
steelhead typically return from the ocean at ages two or three, weighing 2 – 12 lbs (0.9 – 5.4 kg) 
(Reynolds et al. 1993).  Anderson et al. (2007) reported low numbers of steelhead passing a weir 
in the lower Stanislaus River while monitoring fall-run Chinook salmon escapement. 

Hardhead Mylopharodon conocephalus 

The hardhead is a special status freshwater fish native to California and limited to the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin and Russian river systems (Moyle 2002).  They are a large minnow with 
a slender, deeper body and pointier snout compared to the Sacramento pikeminnow.  They are 
brown or dusky bronze in color.  Hardhead are typically found in small to large streams in a low 
to mid-elevation environment.  They are omnivores and eat benthic invertebrates, aquatic plants, 
and algae, in general.  Spawning occurs in May and June in the sand, gravel and rocky areas of 
pools and side pools.  Juveniles feed on plankton, insects, and small snails (Reeves 1964).  Moyle 
and Nichols (1973) reported that the overall population of hardhead has been declining rapidly.  
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Hardhead are known to exist in the lower Stanislaus River; however, since project construction 
will occur outside of the river channel this species is not expected to be impacted. 

4.4.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 

Impacts to fishery resources would be considered significant if they resulted in any one of the 
following: 

 direct mortality of federally or state listed fish species; 

 temporary impacts to habitat of federal or state listed species resulted in increased 
mortality or lowered reproductive success; and/or, 

 permanent loss of designated critical habitat for federal or state listed species. 

4.4.4.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.4.3.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under a No-Action Alternative, the side channel and associated alluvial bar would not be affected 
and no changes to the current environment would occur. 

4.4.3.3.2 Proposed Project 
The proposed project will improve rearing habitat for juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead by 
lowering the side channel and cross-channels across the alluvial bar.  Material will be removed 
from the side channel, sorted, and then appropriately sized material for juvenile rearing will be 
replaced.  This project will not increase sediment loads into the river due to the fact that all work 
will occur outside of the active river channel.  Although there may be temporary impacts to the 
local riparian habitat due to construction, the long-term goals of the project will significantly 
improve the riparian habitat in the project area. 

4.5 Recreation and Public Safety 

4.5.1 Affected Environment 
The lower Stanislaus River is heavily used by the public for recreational activities.  No public 
access is located at the proposed project site.  Recreational rafters and anglers may float past the 
restoration site in the main river channel. 

4.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

4.5.2.1 No Action Alternative 

The recreational opportunities and public safety concerns would not be affected under the No-
Action alternative. 

4.5.2.2 Proposed Project 

The project has a minor positive impact on recreation by providing a restored riparian landscape 
along the river; however, no recreation facilities will be constructed as part of this project.  Public 
use of the proposed site is not expected to increase since the project is on privately owned 
property. 
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4.6 Socioeconomic Conditions and Land Use 

4.6.1 Affected Environment 
The land adjacent to the project area is rural, and is used for residential and agricultural purposes.  
There is no public access at the proposed site. 

4.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

4.5.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Socioeconomic and land use conditions and issues would not be affected under the No-Action 
alternative. 

4.5.2.2 Proposed Project 

The proposed project will operate construction equipment (e.g., rubber-tired front-end loaders, 
water truck, etc.) in the project area.  These operations will temporarily increase ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity.  Construction equipment will be properly equipped and maintained to 
reduce noise levels.  The types of construction equipment used for this project will typically 
generate noise levels 80 – 90 decibels above the reference noise at a distance of 50 ft (15.2 m).  
The project will not expose people to nor generate noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies because the 
project is a significant distance from heavily populated areas.  All changes in noise levels will 
occur for a limited duration, in a mostly rural and relatively unpopulated area.  However, the 
impact is still considered significant because there will be increases in noise levels at the project 
site, and there is limited housing and recreational use within 1 mile of the project area.  The 
project has the potential to increase vibration and noise levels in the immediate project area, but 
will not expose people to excessive vibration.  Any changes in vibration will occur for a limited 
duration.  The impact will have a less than significant level because project components include 
measures to insure there are no impacts or less than significant ones. 

To reduce noise related impacts, the project will require all contractors to comply with the 
following conditions: 

 restrict construction activities to time periods when there is the least potential for 
disturbance; 

 install and maintain sound-reducing equipment and muffled exhaust on all 
construction equipment; and, 

 optimize the location of processing equipment to be the least disturbance in terms of 
noise for the local residents. 

Therefore, no impacts or less than significant impacts are expected as part of project activities. 

4.7 Cultural Resources 

4.7.1 Affected Environment 
As part of the preparation for this project, a cultural resource study has been conducted by DWR 
(DWR 2010).  Impacts to cultural resources are considered if the resource is “significant” or 
“important” or “unique archaeological resource” under the provisions of CEQA Sections 15064.5 
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and 15126.4.  The archaeological survey (field survey April 26, 2010) identified no cultural 
resources within the project area of potential effect (APE), and thus impacts are not anticipated.  
Additionally, compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is 
necessary and will be followed.  Even with these measures undertaken, it is possible that during 
construction activities unknown cultural resources could be unearthed. 

4.7.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 
Cultural resource importance and significance is determined by listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places.  The significance criteria for listing are defined in 36 CFR 60.4 as follows: 

 places that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; 

 places associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

 places that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction; represent the work of a master; possess high artistic values; or represent 
a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction; or, 

 places that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 

4.7.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.7.3.1 No Action Alternative 

The No-action alternative would not have an effect upon cultural resources. 

4.7.3.2 Proposed Project 

The project APE totals three acres.  This includes staging and borrow areas, access roads, and 
areas of restoration (DWR 2010).  No cultural resources were identified in the course of the field 
survey (April 26, 2010).  The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted by 
DWR on March 25, 2010.  The NAHC conducted a search of the Sacred Lands File and reported 
the presence of Native American cultural resources approximately 4 miles to the northeast of the 
APE.  The proposed project will not impact this area.   

In addition, if any objects of cultural significance are unearthed during the construction process, 
work will be halted until a qualified archeologist can assess the significance of the new find and 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer.  Furthermore, if human remains are 
uncovered, all work will stop immediately and the County coroner will be contacted pursuant to 
California Health and Human Safety Code 7050.5(b), which states that no further disturbance 
shall occur until the County coroner has investigated the situation following the Public Resource 
Code Section 5097.98. 
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The project will implement appropriate components to reduce the impacts to the surrounding 
environment to less than significant levels.  There will be temporary and minor adverse effects 
that will occur at the construction and gravel processing sites; however, the overall improvement 
to the environment will outweigh these temporary effects.  This project will not contribute to the 
accumulation of impacts in the watershed.  However, cumulative actions to improve stream 
habitats in the watershed are expected to provide long-term benefits to associated vegetation, 
wildlife, and fish.  Because vegetation communities and wildlife habitats within the Stanislaus 
River watershed have been substantially modified to suit human land uses, and will likely 
continue to be modified as human populations increase, cumulative benefits from proposed 
actions over time may be partially offset with new adverse impacts in the watershed.  Other 
related activities aimed at salmonid production, enhancement, restoration, and mitigation are 
being planned and implemented for the Stanislaus River system and Central Valley under 
directives of the CVPIA, CALFED, and AFRP.  These activities include screening water 
diversions, water acquisition, improving fish passage, riparian habitat restoration, and other 
enhancement actions.  The magnitude of cumulative effects under all current and proposed 
salmonid habitat improvement actions is undetermined at this time. However, the effects of this 
project, coupled with those of other past, present, and future foreseeable actions are not expected 
to result in significant negative impacts. 

5.1 Related Activities 

5.1.1 Restoration Activities in the Stanislaus River 
The Lancaster Road restoration project is currently one of two projects in the lower Stanislaus 
River aimed at restoring juvenile salmonid habitat within the watershed.  These projects will 
enhance rearing areas within the Stanislaus River and eventually contribute to the increase in 
population abundance for imperiled salmonids. 

5.1.2 The Ecosystem Restoration/CALFED Bay-Delta Program Plan 
The related CALFED program was formed to develop a long-term comprehensive plan that will 
restore the ecological health and improve water management for beneficial uses of the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta system.  The program has the potential to provide 
an additional funding source for actions designed to contribute to the overall health of the 
Stanislaus River ecosystem, including anadromous fish habitat. 

5.1.3 Fish Screening Program 
The ongoing CVPIA fish-screening program is targeted at anadromous fish entrainment 
reductions through screening unscreened diversions and upgrading inadequate fish screens 
throughout the State.  This activity is designed to reduce anadromous fish losses at water 
diversion sites.  Reducing entrainment losses has the potential to increase populations by reducing 
juvenile fish mortality.  Unscreened or improperly screened diversions can result in the loss or 
entrainment of juvenile salmonids. 

5.1.4 Tracy Fish Facility Direct Loss Agreement 
The CDFG and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation entered into an agreement in late 1986 to offset 
direct losses of striped bass, Chinook salmon and steelhead caused by the diversion of water by 
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the Tracy Pumping Plant owned and operated by the USBR.  Direct losses were defined as losses 
of fish which occur from the time fish are drawn into Clifton Court Forebay until the surviving 
fish are returned to the Delta (CDFG 1993).  The agreement provides funding for mitigation 
measures that are proposed to offset these losses and increase the relative abundance of those 
species. 

6.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

The USFWS is the lead federal agency under NEPA, the CDFG is the lead state agency under 
CEQA, and CFS is responsible for the development of the proposal, design, permitting, and 
implementation of the proposed project with the guidance of CDFG and USFWS.  The CFS team 
prepared the EA/IS on behalf of the two lead agencies, which assessed the impacts of the 
Lancaster Road Side Channel & Floodplain Restoration Project as required by CEQA and NEPA.  
The CFS project team includes fishery biologists, restoration ecologists, engineers (P&P), a 
botanist, and a statistics expert.  This EA/IS will be reviewed by appropriate regulatory agencies 
and will be available for public review. 
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8.0  ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR CEQA 

This section discusses potential environmental impacts associated with approval, construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the proposed project.  The following guidance, adapted from 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, 
Chapter 3, Sections 15000 – 15387; 27 July 2007) was followed.  A brief explanation is required 
for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information 
sources a lead agency cites.  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).  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.  “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.  “Negative Declaration: Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” 
applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially 
Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.”  Earlier analyses may be used where, 
pursuant to a program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the 
checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning 
ordinances).  The analysis of each issue should identify:  (1) the significance criteria or threshold 
used to evaluate each question; and (2) the project component identified, if any, to reduce the 
impact to less than significance. 

 I. Land Use and Planning 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
0                  0                     0                 X a) Physically divide an established 

community?  
b) Conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

 

0                  0                     0                 X 

 

 

 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural 
communities’ conservation plan? 

0                  0                     0                 X 

 

Discussion 
The project does not physically divide an established community.  The project does not conflict 
with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  
The proposed project would not have an adverse impact on land use and planning. 



 

II. Agricultural Resources 
Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance, 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 a Williamson Act contract? 

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

Unless 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

 

0                  0                     0                 X 

 

 

0                  0                     0                 X 

 

0                  0                     0                 X 

Discussion 
The project does not involve land conversion, and does not conflict with existing zoning for 
agriculture use or a Williamson Act contract; therefore, no impacts to agriculture will occur. 

 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

III. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Would the project: 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

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

0  0         X     0 

  

0  0          0     X 

 

 

Discussion 
The project does involve the use of heavy machinery, but the project duration is short (two 
weeks) and the emission of greenhouse gases limited.  The impact to the environment is less than 
significant, and offset by the improvement in habitat conditions and function following project 
completion. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact IV. Population and Housing 

Would the project: 

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)? 

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

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

 

0                   0                     0                X 

 

 

 

0                   0                     0                X 

 

0                   0                     0                X 

 

Discussion 
The project would not create housing or attract a new development; therefore the project does not 
have a direct or indirect affect on substantial population growth.  Implementation of this project 
along the Stanislaus River does not displace housing or residents, or cause the construction of 
replacement housing in another location. 
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V.  Geology and Soils 
Would the project expose people or 
structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death by: 

a) 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? 

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

ii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

iii) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

iv) Landslides? 

v) Flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

vi) Wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas and where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

b) Would the project result in 
substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

c) Would the project result in the loss 
of a unique geologic feature? 

d) Is the project located on strata 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? 

e) Is the project located on expansive 
soil creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

f) Where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of wastewater, is the soil 
capable of supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems? 
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Unless 
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No 
Impact 

 

 

 

0                 0                    0                 X 

 

 

0                 0                    0                 X 

0                 0                    0                 X 

0                 0                    0                 X 

0                 0                    0                 X 
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0                 0                    0                 X 

 

 

0                 0                    X                 0 

0                 0                    0                 X 

 

 

0                 0                    0                 X 

 

 

0                 0                    0                 X 

 

 

0                 0                    0                 X 
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Discussion 
Stanislaus County is in an area of California that is known to be seismically active.  Ground 
shaking in the area is primarily related to the San Andreas fault system.  The project site is likely 
to experience seismic activity, but because there are no permanent structures or buildings created 
as part of the project; there is no increase in risk.  The project would not pose any additional risk 
to people or structures due to a rupture of a known earthquake fault, this includes any potential 
risks from strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow; landslides; and, flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam.  The project is no more susceptible to wildland fires due to 
project activities, and wildland fires would be expected to cause minimal damage in the area, as it 
is a natural landscape of which fire is an integrated component.  Construction activities associated 
with the project could result in temporary increases in erosion of soils and changes in topography.  
The project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, in fact project 
activities would contribute to the retention of soil across the recovered floodplain.  Project 
components will be in place to protect water quality for these temporary effects, so no significant 
impact is anticipated from project activities.  The project would not result in the loss of a unique 
geologic feature.  The project is not located on strata 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.  The project is not located on expansive soil 
creating substantial risks to life or property.  The project does not require sewers, septic tanks, or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems.  The project will remove and process substrate material 
along the Stanislaus River, and restore side channel and floodplain conditions to benefit juvenile 
Chinook salmon and steelhead.  These activities will not cause adverse effects in the geology or 
soils, or pose any additional risk from seismic activity. 
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VI. Hydrology and Water Quality 
Would the project: 

a) Violate Regional Water Quality Control 
Board water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

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 (i.e., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a 
level which 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 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

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 
flooding on- or off-site? 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems to control? 

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

g) Place within a 100-year floodplain structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 

 

 

 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

 

 

 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

0                 0                    0                  X

Discussion 
The project does not violate regional water quality objectives for inland surface waters.  The 
project will occur outside of the main river channel and will not affect water quality in the 
Stanislaus River during construction.  The project will have little effect on bacteria levels, and no 
biostimulatory substances will be used.  The project does not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  No net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., the production rate of pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted) would occur because of the project.  Project activities likely will 
improve groundwater recharge as floodplain function is restored.  The project activities will 
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restore the side channel and floodplain’s capability to function as rearing habitat for juvenile 
salmonids.  Development of the project will increase the absorption rates for floodwaters in the 
local area, but will not dramatically change the runoff patterns overall.  The project will increase 
the capacity of the river to convey flood flows, in a way that is beneficial to rearing salmonids, 
but that poses no risk to structures, agricultural fields or mining resources.  The project does not 
create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems to control.  The project does not place housing or any other 
structures within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map.  The project does not place structures 
or other materials that would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year floodplain.  The 
project will affect changes in hydrology and flooding, but only in the limited project area 
dedicated to enhancement for fish and other aquatic species.  There is no risk of damage to nearby 
structures or enhanced flooding in the area; therefore there is no impact to hydrology or water 
quality. 
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VII. Air Quality 
Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may 
be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable Air Quality Attainment Plan or 
Congestion Management Plan? 

b) Violate any stationary source air quality 
standard or contribute to an existing or projected 
air quality violation? 

c) Result in a 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)? 

d) Create or contribute to a non-stationary 
source “hot spot” (primarily carbon monoxide)? 

e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

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

 

 

 

 

Potentially 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

 

 

0                 0                    0                 X 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 

 

 

0                 0                    0                  X 

 
0                 0                   0                   X 

0                 0                    0                  X

Discussion 
The project may cause temporary changes in air quality resulting from the removal and screening 
of gravel, and the use of equipment to move material.  However, these activities will all occur in 
the mainly rural, open space, and agricultural areas in Stanislaus County and changes in air 
quality will not be excessive, but similar to ongoing work already in the area.  Under the 
proposed project, all materials will be screened and cleaned on private property at the project site.  
The movement and replacement of gravel in areas adjacent to public recreation use have the 
potential to temporarily affect air quality, but these effects are not expected to exceed California 
air quality standards or persist past the short construction time window.  Over the long term the 
project would contribute to improving air quality, as floodplain function was restored. 
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VIII.  Transportation/Traffic 
Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is 
substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

b) Exceed, either individually or 
cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

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? 

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

f) Result in inadequate parking 
capacity? 

g) Conflict with adopted policies 
supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
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Discussion 
The project is not expected to cause an increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load 
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections).  Minor 
increases in traffic are possible.  Construction of the proposed project will only require the use of 
a few pieces of heavy equipment at a time.  Gravel will be processed onsite to reduce any impact 
to existing traffic loads.  Any increases in traffic would be due to bringing in or removing the 
construction equipment from the project site and would be temporary.  The project will not affect 
air traffic patterns because there are no airports or airstrips located within five miles of the project 
area.  The project will have no impact on intersections or cause interruption with other uses (e.g., 
farm equipment).  Gravel transport and processing will be in a limited area within the project site.  
The project is not anticipated to create any roadway safety hazards.  The project will not result in 
inadequate emergency access.  The project will not impact parking capacity.  The project has no 
impact on policies supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).
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IX.  Biological Resources 
Would the project: 

a) Adversely impact, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, any endangered, rare, or 
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations (sections 670.2 or 
670.5) or in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations 
(sections 17.11 or 17.12)? 

b) Have a substantial adverse impact, 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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or US 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

d) Adversely impact federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) either individually or in combination with 
the known or probable impacts of other activities 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

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

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

g) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 
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Discussion 
The project would not adversely impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, any 
endangered, rare, or threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 
(sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (sections 17.11 or 17.12).  
Project activities will enhance habitat for juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead, both listed 
species under California code.  Riparian habitat along the Stanislaus River has been substantially 
affected by flow regulation, agricultural and mining activities, water diversions, and changes in 
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water quality.  Floodplain and riparian habitats support juvenile salmonids by providing 
productive shallow water habitat and refugia from predation.  The project would not have a 
substantial adverse impact, 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 CDFG or USFWS.  Habitat conditions would be improved for special status 
species with project activities. 

The project would not have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFG or 
USFWS.  Riparian habitat will be improved through project activities. 

The project would not adversely impact federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) either individually or in combination with the known or 
probable impacts of other activities through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means.  The project activities will enhance floodplain wetland function in the Stanislaus 
River. 

The project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of wildlife nursery sites.  Disturbances to the movement of native fish and wildlife species 
because of the presence of ground-disturbing equipment and resulting noise during operations 
will be minor and temporary and are not expected to substantially obstruct animal movements.  
This disturbance will have no temporary or long-term effect on dispersal or movements.  The 
project would improve habitat connectivity for migratory fishes including Chinook salmon and 
steelhead. 

The project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, because the project improves riparian habitat and 
includes planting of native vegetation. 

The project does not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan.  The project activities improve floodplain and instream habitat, and thus 
contribute to local and regional habitat conservation plans.  Effects of gravel transport and 
placement on wildlife, vegetation, and fisheries resources within the project area will be minor 
and temporary.  Gaining access to the remnant side channel will prove beneficial to listed 
steelhead and fall-run Chinook salmon.  Project components are included to reduce the temporary 
effects on special status species from the construction activities.  All construction activities will 
occur outside of the critical periods for sensitive species. 
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X.  Mineral Resources 
Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource classified 
MRZ-2 by the State Geologist that 
would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 
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Discussion 
The project does not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource classified MRZ-
2 by the State Geologist that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state.  The 
project does not result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  The proposed project 
would not have an adverse impact on mineral resources for the reasons stated above.  The project 
area is privately owned and is not utilized to acquire mineral resources.
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XI. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Would the project: 

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

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

c) Reasonably be anticipated to emit 
hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?  

d) Is the project located on a site which 
is included on a list of 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 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 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 with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to the 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 
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Discussion 
The equipment necessary for gravel transport and placement require fuel, oil and equivalent 
substances to operate.  There is a less than significant risk of fire, explosion, or release of 
hazardous substances because all state and federal regulations concerning hazardous materials 
and health and safety will be followed.  No unregulated hazardous substances are used as part of 
the project.  The project does not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  The project does not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment.  The 
project area is not within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; therefore, the project 
is not reasonably anticipated to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school.  The project site in not located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment.  The project area is not 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.  The project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area.  The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  
The project does not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  The project does not expose people or structures to 
the risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent 
to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.  The project is located in a 
rural area of Stanislaus County, and there is little risk of hazardous materials escaping into the 
environment due to project activities.  The project would have no impact on hazards and 
hazardous materials.
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XII. Noise 
Would the project result in: 

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

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

c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

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

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? 

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? 
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Discussion 
The project will support a temporary increase in noise levels, as the gravel is removed from the 
side channel, processed on-site, and is replaced.  These noise levels will be higher than the 
current ambient noise levels in the area, but will be temporary in nature and not excessive.  Few 
individuals will be impacted by the change in noise, as the area is mostly rural and there are 
limited numbers of individuals in the immediate project area.  There is not a public airport within 
five miles of the project area.  The project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  The 
proposed project would have a limited and temporary impact on noise levels in the immediate 
area, but little impact to surrounding people and businesses for the reasons stated above.  The 
project will implement project components to insure any changes in noise level do not have a 
significant impact. 
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XIII. Public Services 
Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, 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: 

a) Fire protection? 

b) Police protection? 

c) Schools? 

d) Parks? 

e) Other public facilities? 
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Discussion 
The project has no impact on fire protection for the area.  The project has no impact on police 
protection for the area.  The project has no impact on schools in the area.  The project has no 
impact on local parks.  The project has no impact on any other public facilities.  The project has 
no impact on public services. 
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XIV. Utilities and Service Systems 
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

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? 

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? 

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

e) Has the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the 
project determined that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

f) Is the project served by a landfill 
with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 
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Discussion 
The project does not impact and would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The proposed project will comply with Section 401 of 
the Clean Water Act and obtain certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board the 
project-related activities will maintain water quality at the project site, and downstream.  The 
impact is considered less than significant.  The project does not 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.  The project does not 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.  The project 
does not require wastewater treatment or a landfill.  The project has no impact on utilities and 
service systems.
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XV. Aesthetics 
Would the project: 

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

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

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

d) Create a new source of substantial 
light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 
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Discussion 
The proposed project would not affect a scenic vista as defined by the state of California.  The 
proposed project is not in the viewshed of a scenic highway as defined by the state of California.  
The proposed project is contained entirely on private property and will not have a significant 
impact on visual resources along the Stanislaus River.  Furthermore, because impacts would be 
relatively short term and temporary, impacts on visual resources are considered less than 
significant.  The proposed project would not create a new source of light or glare; therefore, the 
project would not adversely affect day or nighttime views.
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XVI. Cultural Resources 
Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historical 
resource which is either listed or eligible 
for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places, the California Register 
of Historic Resources, or a local register 
of historic resources? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a unique 
archaeological resources (i.e., an 
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 contains information needed to 
answer important scientific research 
questions, has a special and particular 
quality such as being the oldest or best 
available example of its type, or is 
directly associated with a scientifically 
recognized important prehistoric or 
historic event or person)? 

c) Disturb or destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site? 

d) Disturb any human remains, 
including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 
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Discussion 
As part of the preparation for this project, a cultural resource study has been conducted by DWR 
(DWR 2010).  The archaeological survey (field survey April 26, 2010) identified no cultural 
resources within the project area of potential effect (APE).  Additionally, compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is necessary and consultation is 
under way.  The NAHC conducted a search of the Sacred Lands File and reported the presence of 
Native American cultural resources approximately 4 miles to the northeast of the APE.  The 
proposed project will not impact this area.   

If any objects of cultural significance are unearthed during the construction process, work will be 
halted until a qualified archeologist will assess the significance of the new find.  Furthermore, if 
human remains are uncovered, all work will stop immediately and the County coroner will be 
contacted pursuant to California Health and Human Safety Code 7050.5(b), which states that no 
further disturbance shall occur until the County coroner has investigated the situation following 
the Public Resource Code Section 5097.98.
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XVII. Recreation 
Would the project: 

a) Would the project 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? 

b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 
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Discussion 
The project does not contribute to an increase in 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.  The project does not require the construction of recreational 
facilities.
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XVIII. Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
Would the project: 

a) Does the project have the potential 
to 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 a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

b) Does the project have the potential 
to achieve short-term, to the 
disadvantage of long-term, 
environmental goals? 

c) 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)? 

d) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 
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Discussion 
The project does not have the potential to 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 a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory.  In contrast, the project is designed to enhance 
fish and wildlife species by recovering a functional river side channel and associated floodplain 
habitat.  The project will also work to reduce the extent of non-native vegetation with a native 
revegetation and monitoring program.  Project components have been included to reduce all 
potential project impacts to less than significant.  The project will result in short-term, temporary 
impacts from construction related activities.  The cumulative impacts from the project are less 
than significant.  The impacts of the project will work to improve the environmental conditions in 
the project area by reclaiming a remnant side channel and alluvial bar.
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