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Executive Summary

Introduction

The joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) evaluates the
impacts associated with issuing endangered species permits and implementing the joint Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP)/Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) for western Butte County,
known as the Butte Regional Conservation Plan (BRCP or Plan). This EIS/EIR was prepared
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] 4321; 40
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500.1); the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
guidelines on implementing NEPA; the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California
Public Resources Code [PRC] Sections 21000-21178.1); and the State CEQA Guidelines.

Eleven local and state agencies are jointly applying for endangered species permits from state and
federal wildlife agencies and include: the County of Butte (County); the Cities of Oroville, Chico,
Biggs, and Gridley; the Butte County Association of Governments! (BCAG); Western Canal Water
District; Biggs-West Gridley Water District; Butte Water District; Richvale Irrigation District; and
California Department of Transportation District 3 (Caltrans District 3). These entities are
collectively referred to as the Permit Applicants. Together, they are applying for incidental take
permits (ITPs) from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973, as amended, and from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), pursuant to
Section 2835 of the California Fish and Game Code. The ITPs would authorize take of certain state-
and federally listed species (i.e., covered species) during the course of otherwise lawful activities
(i.e., covered activities).

As arequired component of the application for these permits, the Permit Applicants have prepared
the BRCP, which serves as an HCP under ESA and an NCCP under the California Natural Community
Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA). The BRCP is intended to support the issuance of ITPs with a
term of 50 years from USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW, and to develop a long-term conservation plan to
protect and contribute to the recovery of covered species and natural communities in the BRCP Plan
Area, which is the same as the Permit Area, while allowing for development and maintenance
activities that are compatible with local policies and regulations.

This EIS/EIR evaluates the potential impacts of ITP issuance by USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW; approval
and execution of the Implementing Agreement (IA) for the BRCP; and implementation of the BRCP
by the Permit Applicants (see Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, for a detailed description
of the proposed action). It also evaluates the impacts of other alternatives, including the No Action
Alternative (Alternative 1). The purpose of the EIR component of this joint EIS/EIR is to inform
member agency decision makers and the public regarding the anticipated significant environmental
impacts of the proposed action, potential measures to mitigate these significant impacts, and
reasonable alternatives that could reduce the significant environmental impacts of the proposed
action to a less-than-significant level. The EIR will be used by the Permit Applicants approving the

1 BCAG is a joint powers authority formed pursuant to the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, Government Code Sections
6500 et seq. BCAG would be the BRCP Implementing Entity and would be the agency responsible for implementing
the BRCP.
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Butte County Association of Governments Executive Summary

BRCP to comply with CEQA. The EIR will also be used by CDFW to comply with CEQA in issuing to
the Permit Applicants the state NCCPA permit. The purpose of the EIS component of this joint
EIS/EIR is to inform the two federal agencies and the public of the effects on the human
environment that would result from issuance of the ITPs to these local and state entities and from
implementation of the BRCP. USFWS and NMFS will use the EIS to comply with NEPA for their
issuance of ITPs to the Permit Applicants. See Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, for more details on the
purpose of this document under both NEPA and CEQA.

NEPA Compliance

NEPA provides an interdisciplinary framework with action-forcing procedures requiring federal
agency decision makers to take environmental factors into account for their proposed action and a
range of alternatives. NEPA applies to all federal agencies and to most of the activities they manage,
regulate, or fund that affect the human environment. NEPA requires all agencies to consider and to
publicly disclose the environmental implications of their proposed actions through the preparation
of appropriate documents. NEPA requires that every federal agency prepare an EIS for proposed
legislation or other major federal actions “significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment” (42 USC 4332; 40 CFR 1501). In this case, an EIS must be prepared because USFWS, as
the federal lead agency under NEPA, has determined that the issuance of ITPs to the Permit
Applicants under Section 10 of ESA constitutes a major federal action.

Federal agencies other than the NEPA lead agency that have jurisdiction by law or special expertise
with respect to the action’s anticipated environmental effects can be included as cooperating
agencies. Other federal agencies may use the lead agency’s NEPA document to support their own
decision-making processes, if appropriate. A cooperating agency participates in the NEPA process
and may provide input and expertise during preparation of the NEPA document. Federal agencies
may designate and encourage nonfederal public agencies, such as state, local, and tribal entities, to
participate in the NEPA process as cooperating agencies (40 CFR 1508.5). Accordingly, NMFS, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are
cooperating agencies under NEPA because of their jurisdiction by law, their special expertise in
aquatic resources and endangered species, and their involvement in the BRCP. Consequently, this
EIS/EIR is expected to be used by NMFS and USACE to satisfy those agencies’ NEPA requirements.

CEQA Compliance

CEQA requires state and local agencies to estimate and evaluate the environmental implications of
their actions and aims to prevent significant environmental impacts of those actions by requiring
agencies, when feasible, to avoid significant environmental impacts or reduce them through the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures. Like NEPA, CEQA requires all agencies to consider and
publicly disclose the environmental implications of their proposed actions through the preparation
of appropriate documents. CEQA applies to all discretionary activities proposed to be carried out or
approved by California public agencies. BCAG is the CEQA lead agency, and it has determined that an
EIR must be prepared for the proposed action because the BRCP may result in a significant impact
on the environment. This EIR has been prepared to facilitate CEQA compliance for all of the Permit
Applicants. Each Permit Applicant must adopt the final EIR to provide that compliance.
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In addition to lead agencies, responsible and trustee agencies have roles in the environmental
review process. A responsible agency under CEQA is a state or local public agency other than the
CEQA lead agency that has discretionary approval over the project. A CEQA trustee agency is a state
agency that has jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project that are held in trust
for the people of California. CDFW is a responsible agency under CEQA because it will approve the
NCCP portion of the BRCP and issue a take permit for the covered species under Section 2835 of the
California Fish and Game Code. CDFW is a trustee agency under CEQA because it has jurisdiction by
law over the natural resources that are the subject of the BRCP.

Plan Area and Alternatives Considered

The Plan Area, proposed action, and alternatives are described briefly below. For a detailed
discussion of the Plan Area, proposed action, and alternatives, see Chapter 2, Proposed Project and
Alternatives. As the lead agencies, BCAG and USFWS, in conjunction with the other federal and state
agencies, have developed the following alternatives for consideration.

e Alternative 1: No Action
e Alternative 2: Proposed Action
e Alternative 3: Reduced Development/Reduced Fill

e Alternative 4: Greater Conservation

Plan Area

The BRCP Plan Area was developed with a focus on the areas where growth and development may
greatly affect state- and federally protected species. For the purposes of this EIS/EIR, the Plan Area
boundary encompasses 564,219 acres in western Butte County and is the same as the Permit Area
(Figure ES-1). This area consists of the western lowlands and foothills of Butte County and is
bounded on the west by Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa Counties; on the south by Sutter and Yuba
Counties; and on the north by Tehama County. To the east, the Plan Area is defined by the upper
extent of landscape dominated by oak woodland natural communities. The elevation below which
land cover types dominated by oak trees comprise more than one-half of the land cover present
(referred to hereafter as the oak zone) plus a small portion of the City of Chico that extends above
the oak zone, marks the woodland boundary. The upper elevational range of the oak zone within the
Plan Area varies from about 800 to 1,500 feet above mean sea level. Typically, oak tree-dominated
land cover types transition to either chaparral or conifer-dominated land cover types at elevations
higher than the Plan Area. There are 11 watersheds in the Plan Area: Red Bluff, Butte Basin, Upper
Dry Creek, Below Oroville Reservoir, Sutter Bypass, Lower Feather River, South Honcut Creek,
Upper Big Chico Creek, Upper Little Chico Creek, Upper Butte Creek, and Bloomer Hill. The portion
of Sacramento River floodplain within Butte County is included in the BRCP for implementing
conservation measures for covered species and natural communities.
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Alternative 1—No Action

This EIS/EIR includes an analysis of a no action alternative/no project alternative in accordance
with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA, respectively. In this document, the no action/no project
alternative is referred to as the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1). The analysis of this alternative
allows decision makers to compare the impacts of approving or of not approving the proposed
action.

Under Alternative 1, permits would not be issued by USFWS, NMFS, or CDFW for incidental take of
the proposed covered species through a regional HCP or NCCP. As a result, Permit Applicants and
the private developers within their jurisdictions would remain subject to the take prohibition for
federally listed species under ESA and state-listed species under CESA. The Permit Applicants and
others that have ongoing activities or future actions in the Plan Area that may result in the incidental
take of federally listed species would need to apply, on a project-by-project basis, for incidental take
authorization from either USFWS or NMFS through ESA Section 7 (when a federal agency is
involved) or Section 10 (for nonfederal actions). Similarly, Permit Applicants and others whose
ongoing activities or future actions have the potential for incidental take of state-listed species in the
Plan Area would apply for incidental take authorization under CESA through a Section 2081(b)
permit. In addition, regional wetland permits would not be issued by USACE and, as a result, Permit
Applicants and private developers within their jurisdictions would remain subject to the federal
wetland regulations for any ongoing activities or future actions.

Alternative 2—Proposed Action

The proposed action (BRCP, Alternative 2) is a regional, comprehensive plan that establishes a
framework for complying with state and federal endangered species regulations for the Permit
Applicants while accommodating compatible future land use and development under the general
plan updates of the Local Agencies and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The BRCP is
intended to establish and implement a program to conserve ecologically important resources in the
Plan Area. For purposes of this EIS/EIR, the proposed action comprises the following components.

e Issuance of ITPs by USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW for the covered species associated with covered
activities described in the BRCP.

e Approval and execution of the IA for the BRCP.

e All federal, state, and local agency actions or approvals that would be issued or undertaken
under the BRCP.

e Implementation of the BRCP by the Permit Applicants.

The proposed action was developed by the permit applicants in consultation with USFWS, CDFW,
NMFS, and USACE and is intended to address the conservation needs of 38 special-status species
based on implementation of covered activities. The covered activities include those listed below.

e Existing, planned, and proposed land uses over which the Permit Applicants have land use
authority, such as the construction, operation, and maintenance of development, facilities and
infrastructure, which are consistent with local general plans.

e State and local transportation projects.
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Butte County Association of Governments Executive Summary

e Operation and maintenance of water delivery systems (e.g., Western Canal Water District
[WCWD] canals and similar delivery systems).

e Habitat restoration, enhancement, and management actions.

e Adaptive management and monitoring activities.

The proposed action’s conservation strategy would include habitat restoration, enhancement and
management actions, and adaptive management and monitoring activities. The conservation
strategy is designed to meet the regulatory requirements of ESA and the NCCPA and to streamline
compliance with CEQA, NEPA, and other applicable environmental regulations. The conservation
strategy includes biological goals and objectives, conservation measures, a monitoring program, and
an adaptive management plan.

Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill

Alternative 3 would be comprised of a shorter permit timeframe (i.e., 30 years), reduced fill to
waters of the United States, and the reduced development alternatives identified in the general plan
EIRs of the following participating local jurisdictions (the County and the incorporated cities,
referred to in this EIS/EIR as the Local Agencies).

e Butte County: Concentrated Growth Alternative.

e City of Chico: Increased Density Alternative.

e (ity of Oroville: Neighborhood Focused Growth Alternative.
e C(City of Gridley: Centralized Development Alternative.

e C(ity of Biggs: Reduced Western Expansion Alternative.

Under these general plan alternatives, there would be either a reduction in the development
footprint for the respective jurisdiction such that the development would be concentrated closer to
urban centers or a reduction in the total dwelling units and commercial /industrial square footage
such that less development would occur. Similar acreage limitations for natural communities and
conservation strategy as Alternative 2 would apply, although the actual preservation, restoration,
and mitigation would be scaled back proportional to the impacts.

Alternative 4—Greater Conservation

Alternative 4 would increase the target amount of certain natural community types to be conserved
under the conservation strategy. This alternative would maintain the same Plan Area, covered
species, covered activities, and conservation measures as the BRCP, but would modify the proposed
conservation strategy to increase conservation of two land cover types: grasslands and riceland. The
increase in these land cover types, as compared to the BRCP, is expected to provide additional
habitat to meet the requirements of certain covered species (e.g., Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite,
and giant garter snake).

Butte Regional Conservation Plan ES-5 May 2015
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Environmental Consequences

A list of specific resource topics was developed to focus on and compare environmental impacts of
the various alternatives. The list was drafted based on applicable laws, regulations and policies, as
well as comments from agency staff and the interested public. Chapters 4 through 15 of this EIS/EIR
describe, for each resource topic, the existing environment that could be affected by the proposed
action. These existing conditions establish the baseline for the analysis of effects. The resource
chapters also include detailed analysis and discussion of the probable environmental consequences,
or impacts, of implementing the alternatives.

The BRCP would provide incidental take authorization for the participating local jurisdictions and
agencies. Project approvals by these entities within the Plan Area are part of the covered activities
proposed under the BRCP to be authorized for incidental take. Covered activities are detailed in
Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives.

No specific development or other ground-disturbing activity is approved or authorized as part of the
permit approval. Unless it is otherwise exempt, all future development projects and activities within
proposed preserves would proceed through the normal project review and approval process of the
local land use agencies (e.g., grading permit issuance, EIR certification). Urban development,
including roadway projects, within the Urban Permit Areas (UPAs), which is a covered activity, is
development and growth that is planned under the general plans of the Local Agencies. The
environmental impacts from this urban growth and transportation improvement projects in the
region have been evaluated in prior CEQA documents for each of the local general plans. These
documents are incorporated by reference into this EIS/EIR and are listed in Chapter 3, Approach to
the Analysis. These prior analyses considered the effects of planned development, including
cumulative effects, within each land use agency’s jurisdiction. The analyses in the prior
environmental documents, therefore, disclose the impacts and provide the programmatic mitigation
measures required for this development.

Table ES-1 summarizes impacts on species discussed in Chapter 6, Biological Resources. Generally,
biological resources have significant and unavoidable impacts and adverse effects under Alternative
1 and less-than-significant impacts under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

Table ES-1. Impacts on Species Considered

Covered Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

Common Name Species? Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts
Tricolored blackbird Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Yellow-breasted chat Yes S LTS LTS LTS

Bank swallow Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Western burrowing owl Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Western yellow-billed cuckoo Yes S LTS LTS LTS

Greater sandhill crane Yes S LTS LTS LTS
California black rail Yes S LTS LTS LTS
American peregrine falcon Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Swainson’s hawk Yes S LTS LTS LTS
White-tailed kite Yes S LTS LTS LTS

Bald eagle Yes S LTS LTS LTS

Buttfz Regional Conservation Plan ES-6 May 2015
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Covered Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

Common Name Species? Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts
Other special-status and migratory birds No S LTS LTS LTS
Special-status bats No S LTS LTS LTS
American badger No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Migratory black-tailed deer No S LTS LTS LTS
Giant garter snake Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Blainville’s horned lizard Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Western pond turtle Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Foothill yellow-legged frog Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Western spadefoot toad Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Central Valley steelhead Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
Central Valley fall/late fall-run Chinook salmon Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
Sacramento splittail No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Green sturgeon Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
River lamprey No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Hardhead No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Sacramento anthicid beetle No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Valley elderberry longhorn beetlec Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Conservancy fairy shrimp Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Vernal pool fairy shrimp Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Ferris’ milkvetch Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Lesser saltscale Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Hoover’s spurge Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Ahart’s dwarf rush Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Red Bluff dwarf rush Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Butte County meadowfoam Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Veiny Monardella Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Hairy Orcutt grass Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Slender Orcutt grass Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Ahart’s paronychia Yes S LTS LTS LTS
California beaked-rush Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Butte County checkerbloom Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Butte County golden clover Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Greene’s tuctoria Yes S LTS LTS LTS
Other special-status and noncovered plants No S LTS LTS LTS

S = significant; LTS = less than significant.
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The following non-biological resources had less-than-significant impacts or no impact for all the
alternatives.

e Cultural resources
e Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontological Resources
e Land Use

e Socioeconomics

The following non-biological resources had impacts that were significant and unavoidable under all
the alternatives.

e Agricultural Resources

e Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality
e Noise

e Recreation, Open Space, and Visual Resources

e Transportation

e Population and Housing and Environmental Justice

Table ES-2 summarizes the impact determinations for the alternatives by activity and by resource.
All of the significant and unavoidable impacts under Alternative 1 would result primarily from the
activities expected under the implementation of the Local Agencies’ general plans (i.e., permanent
development). Most of the significant and unavoidable impacts under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 also
would result primarily from the implementation of the Local Agencies’ general plans, with the
exception of agriculture, climate change, and environmental justice. Significant and unavoidable
impacts for these three resources would also result from implementation of the conservation
strategy. The conservation strategy as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would not result in
significant and unavoidable impacts on the following resources: biological; cultural; geology,
minerals, and paleontology; hydrology and water quality; land use; public services and utilities;
recreation and visual resources; population and housing’ socioeconomics, environmental justice;
and transportation. For air quality and noise under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, mitigation would be
incorporated for impacts associated with the conservation strategy that would reduce impacts to
less than significant.
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Table ES-2. Summary of Impacts

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Ongoing
Activities
or Future Covered Conservation |Covered Conservation |Covered Conservation
Resource Actions Activities Strategy Activities Strategy Activities Strategy
Agriculture SU SU SU SU SU SU SU
Air Quality SU SU LTS with SU LTS with SU LTS with
Mitigation Mitigation Mitigation
Climate Change SU SU SU SU SU SU SU
Biological SU S S S LTS S LTS
Resources
Cultural LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Geology, Minerals LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
and Paleontology
Hydrology and SU SU LTS SU LTS SU LTS
Water Quality
Land Use NI LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Noise SU SU LTS with SU LTS with SU LTS with
Mitigation Mitigation Mitigation
Public Services SU SU LTS SU LTS SU LTS
and Utilities
Recreation and SU SU LTS SU LTS SU LTS
Visual Resources
Population and SU SU LTS SU LTS SU LTS
Housing
Socioeconomics B B B B B B B
Environmental SU SU SU SU SU SU SU
Justice
Transportation SU SU LTS SU LTS SU LTS

SU = significant and unavoidable; S = significant; LTS = less than significant; NI = no impact; B = beneficial.

Table ES-3 summarizes the less-than-significant with mitigation and significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts of the alternatives and any mitigation measures applied to reduce impacts.
Impacts are summarized for each alternative by resource topic.
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Table ES-3. Less-Than-Significant with Mitigation and Significant and Unavoidable Impacts on Resources Analyzed Page 1 of 35
NEPA/CEQA
Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)
Agricultural and Forestry Resources
AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general Goals, policies, and actions of the general
Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural  and plans would result in the conversion of plans could reduce impacts on important
use unavoidable  substantial acres of important farmland to farmland in some of the jurisdictions, but
nonagricultural land. not to less-than-significant levels.
AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use  Significant Implementation of the general plans of the Goals, policies, and actions of the general
or conflict with a Williamson Act contract and County and City of Gridley would result in the plans could reduce impacts on Williamson
unavoidable conversion of existing Williamson Act land to Actlands in some jurisdictions, but not to
nonagricultural uses. less-than-significant levels.
AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing Significant Implementation of the general plans of the Goals, policies, and actions of the general
environment that, due to their location or nature, and County and the City of Gridley would result in plans could reduce impacts on some
could result in conversion of farmland to unavoidable conversion of substantial acres of farmland to agricultural lands in some jurisdictions, but
nonagricultural use nonagricultural uses. not to less-than-significant levels.
Air Quality and Climate Change
AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the  Significant Implementation of the general plans for the General plan policies or the adoption of
applicable air quality plan and Cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs; identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  construction activities related to transportation plan EIRs, standard construction mitigation
facilities; and water and irrigation district measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines,
activities would generate emissions levels in BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation
conflict with the NSVPA Plan. measures, and Caltrans BMPs would not
reduce impacts to less-than-significant
levels.
AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute Significant Implementation of the general plans for the General plan policies or the adoption of
substantially to an existing or projected air quality and Cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs; identified mitigation measures in general
violation unavoidable  construction activities related to transportation  plan EIRs, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10

facilities; and water and irrigation district
activities would violate air quality standards or
contribute to an existing air quality violation.

mitigation measures, and Caltrans BMPs
would not reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels.



Table ES-3. Continued Page 2 of 35
NEPA/CEQA
Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)
AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net Significant Implementation of the general plans for the General plan policies or the adoption of
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project and Cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs; identified mitigation measures in general
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable unavoidable construction activities related to transportation plan EIRs, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10
federal or state ambient air quality standard facilities; and water and irrigation district mitigation measures, and Caltrans BMPs
(including releasing emissions that exceed activities would generate emissions that violate ~ would not reduce impacts to less-than-
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) air quality standards. significant levels.
AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial Significant Implementation of construction-related General plan policies or the adoption of
pollutant concentrations and activities under the City of Oroville’s general identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable plan would expose sensitive receptors to plan EIRs, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10
substantial pollutants. mitigation measures, and Caltrans BMPs
would not reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels.
AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a Significant Implementation of the general plans for the General plan policies or the adoption of
substantial number of people and Cities of Oroville and Gridley would expose identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. plan EIRs, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10
mitigation measures, and Caltrans BMPs
would not reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels.
AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant and plans and emissions associated with identified mitigation measures in general
impact on the environment unavoidable transportation facilities, recurring plan EIRs, and Caltrans BMPs would not
maintenance, and water and irrigation district reduce impacts to less-than-significant
activities would generate significant levels of levels.
greenhouse gases.
AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the and plans and emissions associated with identified mitigation measures in general
emissions of greenhouse gases unavoidable transportation facilities, recurring plan EIRs, and Caltrans BMPs would not

maintenance, and water and irrigation district
activities would generate significant levels of
greenhouse gases.

reduce impacts to less-than-significant
levels.




Table ES-3. Continued

Page 3 of 35

NEPA/CEQA

Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts

Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

Biological Resources

BIO-1: Effects on tricolored blackbird Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development in the Plan identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  Area would result in the direct loss of 12,617 plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

acres (5%) of modeled tricolored blackbird than-significant levels.
habitat and one colony; recurring maintenance

activities would also result in significant

indirect impacts.

BIO-2: Effects on yellow-breasted chat Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development in the Plan identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  Area would result in the direct loss of over 980  plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

acres (14%) of modeled yellow-breasted chat than-significant levels.
nesting and foraging habitat and 48 acres

(16%) of known use area; recurring

maintenance activities would also result in

significant indirect impacts.

BIO-3: Effects on bank swallow Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  the Plan Area would have permanent and direct plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

effects on 9 linear miles (5%) of modeled bank  than-significant levels.
swallow habitat and significantly but indirectly
effect 500 feet of bank swallow habitat.

BI0-4: Effects on western burrowing owl Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

14,496 acres (9%) of modeled western
burrowing owl habitat; recurring maintenance
activities would also result in significant
indirect impacts.

than-significant levels.
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NEPA/CEQA

Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts

Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

BIO-5: Effects on western yellow-billed cuckoo Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

50 acres (1%) of modeled western-yellow than-significant levels.
billed cuckoo habitat; recurring maintenance

activities would also result in significant

indirect impacts.

BIO-6: Effects on greater sandhill crane Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the loss of 1,764 plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

acres (1%) of modeled greater sandhill crane than-significant levels.
habitat and result in an indirect increased risk
of powerline collisions.

BIO-7: Effects on California black rail Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area could affect occurrences of black  plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

rail; recurring maintenance activities would than-significant levels.
also result in significant indirect impacts.

BIO-8: Effects on American peregrine falcon Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the loss of 9 acres  plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

(14%) of modeled nesting habitat, 3,759 acres than-significant levels.
(2%) of modeled foraging habitat, and one
known nest location.

BIO-9: Effects on Swainson’s hawk Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

11,710 acres (8%) of modeled Swainson’s hawk
habitat; recurring maintenance activities would
also result in significant indirect impacts.

than-significant levels.
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BIO-10: Effects on white-tailed kite

BIO-11: Effects on bald eagle

BIO-12: Effects on giant garter snake

BI0O-13: Effects on Blainville’s horned lizard

BIO-14: Effects on western pond turtle

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general
plans and permanent development projects in
the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of
16,664 acres (5%) of modeled white-tailed kite
habitat; recurring maintenance activities would
also result in significant indirect impacts.

Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general
plans and permanent development projects in
the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of
2,784 acres (12%) of nesting habitat; recurring
maintenance activities would also result in
significant indirect impacts.

Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general
plans and permanent development projects in
the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of
up to 18 miles (4%) of movement habitat and
3,196 acres (2%) of other modeled giant garter
snake habitat; recurring maintenance activities

would also result in significant indirect impacts.

Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general
plans and permanent development projects in
the Plan Area would result in a considerable
loss of suitable habitat for Blainville’s horned
lizard; recurring maintenance activities would
also result in significant indirect impacts.

Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general
plans and permanent development projects in
the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of
24 (12%) potential breeding ponds, 5 linear
miles (5%) of stream habitat, and 4,652 acres
(5%) of modeled western pond turtle habitat;
recurring maintenance activities would also
result in significant indirect impacts.

General plan policies or the adoption of
identified mitigation measures in general
plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels.

General plan policies or the adoption of
identified mitigation measures in general
plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels.

General plan policies or the adoption of
identified mitigation measures in general
plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels.

General plan policies or the adoption of
identified mitigation measures in general
plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels.

General plan policies or the adoption of
identified mitigation measures in general
plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels.



Table ES-3. Continued Page 6 of 35
NEPA/CEQA

Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts

Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

BIO-15: Effects on foothill yellow-legged frog Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

107 miles of streams (10%) and 1,189 acres than-significant levels.
(11%) of associated upland habitat suitable for

foothill yellow-legged frog; recurring

maintenance activities would also result in

significant indirect impacts.

BIO-16: Effects on western spadefoot Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

22 (11%) potential breeding ponds and 10,142  than-significant levels.
(9%) acres of modeled western spadefoot

habitat; recurring maintenance activities would

also result in significant indirect impacts.

BIO-21: Effects on valley elderberry longhorn beetle Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

3,360 acres (8%) of modeled valley elderberry  than-significant levels.
longhorn beetle habitat; recurring maintenance

activities would also result in significant direct

and indirect impacts.

BIO-22: Effects on vernal pool crustaceans Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

1,963 acres (6%) of modeled habitat for vernal
pool crustaceans, loss of several known
occurrences of four species of vernal pool
crustaceans, and adverse indirect effects
affecting water quality and hydrology;
recurring maintenance activities would also
result in significant indirect impacts.

than-significant levels.



Table ES-3. Continued Page 7 of 35
NEPA/CEQA

Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts

Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

BIO-23: Effects on Red Bluff dwarf rush Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

1,313 acres of modeled habitat as well as at than-significant levels.
least one occurrence of Red Bluff dwarf rush.

BI0-24: Effects on Butte County meadowfoam Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

345 acres of modeled primary habitat and than-significant levels.
1,165 acres of modeled secondary habitat, as

well as multiple occurrences of Butte County

meadowfoam. Additionally, 477.6 acres of

critical habitat designated for Butte County

meadowfoam would be removed.

BIO-25: Effects on Butte County checkerbloom Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

2,638 acres of modeled habitat, as well as than-significant levels.
multiple eight occurrences of Butte County
checkerbloom.

BIO-26: Effects on other special-status plants Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

modeled habit and temporary loss of habitat
functions for eight covered plant species and
five non-covered special-status plant species:
1,313 acres and 18 acres, respectively
(Hoover’s spurge, Ahart’s dwarf rush, hairy
Orcutt grass, slender Orcutt grass, Ahart’s
paronychia, and Greene’s tuctoria); 176 acres
and 18 acres (Ferris’ milkvetch); and 236 acres
and 184 acres (Butte County golden clover).

than-significant levels.
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Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

BIO-29: Effects on noncovered special-status birds and  Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of

migratory birds and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

natural communities that provide habitat for than-significant levels.
non-covered special-status birds and migratory

birds: 11,324 acres (12%) of oak woodland and

savanna, 1,529 acres (6%) of riparian, and 93

acres (0.2%) of wetland natural communities;

recurring maintenance activities would also

result in significant indirect impacts.

BIO-30: Effects on bats Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

up to 12,737 acres (11%) of potential bat than-significant levels.
roosting habitat; recurring maintenance

activities would also result in significant

indirect impacts.

BIO-32: Effects on migratory deer Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the loss of critical ~ plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

winter habitat for the Bucks Mountain deer than-significant levels.
herd and the lower elevation winter habitat for
the East Tehama and Mooretown deer herds.

BI0-33: Effects on wildlife migration corridors Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would cause disruption of wildlife  plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

movement within two Essential Connectivity
Areas (ECAs).

than-significant levels.
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Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

BI0-34: Effects on wetlands and waters of the United Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of

States and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in direct impacts to plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

1,911 acres (3%) of potentially jurisdictional than-significant levels.
wetlands, 136 acres (0.2%) of other waters, and

141 linear miles (6%) of other waters;

recurring maintenance activities would also

result in significant indirect impacts.

BIO-37: Effects on oak woodland and savanna natural  Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of

communities and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the decline of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

11,324 acres (12%) of oak woodland; recurring  than-significant levels.
maintenance activities would also result in
significant indirect impacts.

BI0-38: Effects on grassland natural communities Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the decline of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

9,715 acres (10%) of grassland natural than-significant levels.
communities; 7,776 acres (13%) of grasslands

and 1,939 acres (6%) of grassland with vernal

swale complex; recurring maintenance

activities would also result in significant

indirect impacts.

BI0-39: Effects on riparian natural communities significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

1,413 acres (6%) of riparian natural than-significant levels.
communities; recurring maintenance activities
would also result in significant indirect impacts.

BI0-40: Effects on wetland natural communities significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

93 acres (0.2%) of wetland natural
communities; recurring maintenance activities
would also result in significant indirect impacts.

than-significant levels.
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Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

BI0-41: Effects on aquatic natural communities significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
and plans and permanent development projects in identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  the Plan Area would result in the direct loss of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

140 acres (1%) of aquatic natural communities  than-significant levels.
and 52 ponds (11%); recurring maintenance

activities would also result in significant

indirect impacts.

Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-6: Expose people or structures to a significant risk ~ Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general Goals and actions of the general plans could

of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including and plans would expose people and structures to a reduce the risk associated with levee failure,

flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam unavoidable  significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving  but would not eliminate risks to people and
flooding, including flooding as a result of levee property and would not reduce impacts to
or dam failure in the Plan Area. less-than-significant levels.

Noise

NOI-3: Result in a substantial permanent increase in Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general Goals, policies, and actions of the general

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above and plans and transportation projects would result plans, in addition to Caltrans BMPs, could

levels existing without the project unavoidable in a substantial permanent increase in ambient  reduce impacts associated with the
noise levels associated with traffic, and permanent increase in ambient noise levels,
implementation of the City of Chico’s general but not to less-than-significant levels.
plan would result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels associated with
stationary sources.

NOI-4: Result in a substantial temporary or periodic Significant Implementation of the City of Biggs’ general Goals, policies, and actions of the general

increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity ~ and plan would result in a temporary increase in plan could reduce impacts associated with

above levels existing without the project unavoidable ambient noise levels associated with the temporary increase in ambient noise

construction.

levels, but not to less-than-significant levels.




Table ES-3. Continued

Page 11 of 35

NEPA/CEQA
Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)
Public Services and Public Utilities
PS-1: Environmental impacts associated with the need  Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ General plan policies or the adoption of
for new or physically altered governmental facilities to and plan would result in a substantial decrease in identified mitigation measures in general
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or ~ unavoidable service ratios for the City of Gridley due to the plan EIRs, would not reduce impacts to less-
other performance objectives for fire protection; projected population increase. than-significant levels.
police protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities
PS-2: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general ~ General plan policies or the adoption of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board and plan would exceed wastewater treatment identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable requirements due to the projected population plan EIRs, would not reduce impacts to less-
increase. than-significant levels,
PS-3: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ General plan policies or the adoption of
water or waste water treatment facilities or expansion and plan would result in the construction of new identified mitigation measures in general
of existing facilities, the construction of which could unavoidable  water or wastewater treatment facilities due to  plan EIRs, would not reduce impacts to less-
cause significant environmental effects the projected population increase. than-significant levels.
PS-4: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general General plan policies or the adoption of
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing and plan would result in the construction of new identified mitigation measures in general
facilities, the construction of which could cause unavoidable stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion  plan EIRs, would not reduce impacts to less-
significant environmental effects of existing facilities due to the projected land than-significant levels.
use development.
PS-5: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve  Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ General plan policies or the adoption of
the project from existing entitlements and resources, and plan would result insufficient water supplies or  identified mitigation measures in general
or would new or expanded entitlements be needed unavoidable require new or expanded entitlements due to plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
the projected population increase. than-significant levels.
PS-6: Result in a determination by the wastewater Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general ~ General plan policies or the adoption of
treatment provider that serves or may serve the and plan would result in the need for additional identified mitigation measures in general
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the unavoidable = wastewater treatment services due to the plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
project’s projected demand in addition to the projected population increase. than-significant levels.
provider’s existing commitments
PS-7: Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ General plan policies or the adoption of
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste and plan would result in the need for additional identified mitigation measures in general
disposal needs unavoidable  solid waste disposal services due to the plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

projected population increase.

than-significant levels.
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Recreation, Open Space, and Visual Resources
REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ General plan policies or the adoption of
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that and plan would result in a substantial increase in identified mitigation measures in general
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would  unavoidable the use of existing recreational facilities plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
occur or be accelerated because of the projected population growth. than-significant levels.
REC-2: Include recreational facilities or require the Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ General plan policies or the adoption of
construction or expansion of recreational facilities and plan would result in project population growth, identified mitigation measures in general
that might have an adverse physical effect on the unavoidable thereby requiring the construction or plan EIRs would not reduce these effects to
environment expansion of recreational facilities. less-than-significant levels.
REC-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ General plan policies or the adoption of
vista and plan would result in a substantial adverse effect identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable  on scenic vistas as a result of blocking views of ~ plan EIRs would not reduce these effects to
the Sutter Buttes. less-than-significant levels.
REC-5: Substantially degrade the existing visual Significant Implementation of the general plans for the General plan policies or the adoption of
character or quality of the site and its surroundings and Cities of Gridley and Chico would result in the identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable conversion of agricultural land and open space  plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
to urban lands, substantially degrading the than-significant levels.
existing visual character or quality within their
jurisdictions.
REC-6: Create a new source of substantial light or Significant Implementation of City of Gridley general plan General plan policies or the adoption of
glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime and would increase urban land uses, resulting in a identified mitigation measures in general
views in the area unavoidable new source of substantial light or glare. plan EIRs would not reduce these effects to

less-than-significant levels.
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Population and Housing, Socioeconomics, and Environmental Justice

SOC-1: Induce substantial population growth in an Significant Implementation of the general plan for the General plans policies or the adoption of
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and and Cities of Gridley, Oroville, and Biggs would identified mitigation measures in general
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of unavoidable induce substantial population growth. plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
roads or other infrastructure) than-significant levels.
SOC-6: Substantially disproportionately affect Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plans policies or the adoption of
minority or low-income populations and plans, transportation facilities, and water and identified mitigation measures in general
unavoidable irrigation district activities would result in plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

significant and unavoidable impacts on than-significant levels.

agricultural resources, air quality, hydrology

and water quality, noise, public services and

public utilities, recreation and visual resources,

and transportation. These impacts would occur

in locations of the Plan Area with meaningfully

larger populations of minority and low-income

persons, and therefore substantially

disproportionately affect low-income

populations.
Transportation
TRA-1: A substantial increase in traffic compared to Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
existing traffic volumes and the capacity of the and plans and transportation facilities would result  identified mitigation measures in general
roadway system unavoidable in substantial increases in traffic as a result of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-

construction and operation. than-significant levels.
TRA-2: Safety hazards due to design features, Significant Implementation of the City of Biggs’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
incompatible uses (e.g., hazards to vehicular, and plan would result in significant impacts related  identified mitigation measures in general
pedestrian, and bicycle transit), or inadequate unavoidable  to traffic safety hazards or inadequate plan EIRs, as well as Caltrans BMPs, would

emergency access

emergency access.

reduce impacts, but not to less-than-
significant levels.
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Agricultural and Forestry Resources
AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Significant Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general The agricultural protection target of
Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural  and plans and implementation of the conservation Alternative 2 would preserve more than
use unavoidable  strategy would result in the conversion of 30% of agricultural communities—most of
substantial acres of important farmland to which would likely be important farmland—
nonagricultural uses. however, this would not offset impacts
associated with conversion of farmland.
General plan goals, policies, and actions
could reduce impacts on important
farmland in some of the jurisdictions, but
not to less-than-significant levels.
AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use  Significant Implementation of the County’s and the City of =~ General plan goals, policies, and actions or
or conflict with a Williamson Act contract and Gridley’s general plans would result in the mitigation measures would not reduce
unavoidable conversion of existing Williamson Act land to impacts on Williamson Act lands to less-
nonagricultural uses; implementation of the than-significant levels.
conservation strategy would not conflict with
Williamson Act contracts or agricultural use
zoning.
AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing Significant Implementation of the County’s and the City of =~ The agricultural protection target in
environment that, due to their location or nature, and Gridley’s general plans would involve other Alternative 2 would protect important
could result in conversion of farmland to unavoidable changes in the existing environment that would farmlands from conversion to

nonagricultural use

result in the conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses; implementation of the
conservation strategy would not involve other
changes that would convert farmland.

nonagricultural uses—however, this would
not offset impacts associated with
conversion of farmland. General plan goals,
policies, and actions would not reduce
impacts on some of the agricultural lands to
a less-than-significant level.
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Air Quality and Climate Change
AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the  Significant Implementation of the general plans for the Impacts associated with the conservation
applicable air quality plan and Cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs; strategy would be reduced with
unavoidable  construction activities related to transportation implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-
facilities; and water and irrigation district la: Implement BCAQMD mitigation
activities would conflict with the NSVPA Plan. measures for construction equipment, and
In addition, implementing the conservation Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement
strategy could result in a conflict with the BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive
NSVPA Plan. dust, AMM14 and AMM26, Caltrans BMPs,
BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, and BCAQMD’s
fugitive PM10 mitigation measures;
however, the general plan policies or the
adoption of identified mitigation measures
in general plan EIRs would not reduce the
conflict with the NSVPA Plan associated
with implementation of the general plans to
less-than-significant levels.
AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute Significant Implementation of the general plans for the Impacts associated with the conservation
substantially to an existing or projected air quality and Cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs; strategy and construction activities related
violation unavoidable  construction activities related to transportation  to transportation facilities; and water and

facilities; and water and irrigation district
activities would violate air quality standards. In
addition, implementation of the conservation
strategy could result violate air quality
standards.

irrigation district activities would be
reduced with implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD
mitigation measures for construction
equipment, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1b:
Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures
for fugitive dust, AMM14 and AMM26,
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines,
and BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation
measures; however, the general plan
policies or the adoption of identified
mitigation measures in general plan EIRs
would not reduce emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans to less-
than-significant levels.
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AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net Significant Implementation of the general plans for the Impacts associated with the conservation
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project and Cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs; strategy; construction activities related to
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable unavoidable  construction activities related to transportation transportation facilities; and water and
federal or state ambient air quality standard facilities; and water and irrigation district irrigation district activities would be
(including releasing emissions that exceed activities would result in a cumulatively reduced with implementation of Mitigation
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) considerable net increase of any criteria Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD
pollutant. In addition, implementing the mitigation measures for construction
conservation strategy could result in a equipment, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1b:
cumulatively considerable net increase of Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures
criteria pollutants. for fugitive dust, AMM14 and AMM26,
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines,
and BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation
measures; however, general plan policies or
the adoption of identified mitigation
measures in general plan EIRs would not
reduce the net increase of criteria pollutants
associated with implementation of the
general plans to less-than-significant levels.
AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial Significant Implementation of the general plans for the City Impacts associated with the conservation
pollutant concentrations and of Gridley would expose sensitive receptors to strategy; construction activities related to
unavoidable  substantial pollutants. Implementation of the transportation facilities; and water and

conservation strategy; construction activities
related to transportation facilities; and water
and irrigation district activities would have a
low potential for exposing sensitive receptors,
and this would be further reduced with
implementation of a mitigation measure.

irrigation district activities would be
reduced with implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD
mitigation measures for construction
equipment. General plan policies or the
adoption of identified mitigation measures
in general plan EIRs would not reduce the
exposure of sensitive receptors associated
with general plan implementation to less-
than-significant levels.
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AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a Significant Implementation of Gridley and Oroville’s Impacts associated with the conservation
substantial number of people and general plans would create objectionable odors.  strategy; construction activities related to
unavoidable Implementation of the conservation strategy; transportation facilities; and water and
construction activities related to transportation irrigation district activities would be further
facilities; and water and irrigation district reduced with implementation of Mitigation
activities would not likely affect substantial Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD
numbers of people with objectionable odors, mitigation measures for construction
and this impact would be further reduced with equipment, as well as BCAQMD’s CEQA
implementation of a mitigation measure. guidelines, and BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10
mitigation measures. General plan policies
or the adoption of identified mitigation
measures in general plan EIRs would not
reduce effects associated implementation of
the general plans to less-than-significant
levels.
AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either Significant Implementation of the general plans, General plan policies or the adoption of
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant and transportation facilities, recurring maintenance  identified mitigation measures in general
impact on the environment unavoidable facilities, and water and irrigation district plan EIRs, Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation
activities and implementation of the Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction
conservation strategy would generate practices for minimizing GHGs, would not
significant levels of greenhouse gases. reduce impacts to less-than-significant
levels.
AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or Significant Implementation of all the general plans, General plan policies or the adoption of
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the and transportation facilities, recurring maintenance  identified mitigation measures in general
emissions of greenhouse gases unavoidable facilities, water and irrigation district activities, plan EIRs, Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation

and implementation of the conservation
strategy would conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction
practices for minimizing GHGs, would not
reduce impacts to less-than-significant
levels.
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Alternative 2—Proposed Action
Hydrology and Water Quality
WQ-6: Expose people or structures to a significant risk ~ Significant Implementation of Local Agencies’ general Goals and actions of the general plans could
of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including and plans would expose people and structures to a reduce the risk associated with levee failure,
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam unavoidable  significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving  but it would not eliminate risks to people
flooding, including flooding as a result of levee and property associated with
or dam failure in the Plan Area. Implementation implementation of the general plans and
of the conservation strategy and other covered =~ would not reduce the risk to a less-than-
activities would not expose people or significant level.
structures to a significant risk associated with
flooding or the failure of a dam or levee.
Noise
NOI-1: Expose persons to or generate noise levels in Less than Implementation of Local Agencies’ general plan  Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-
excess of standards established in a local general plan  significant policies, Caltrans’ BMPs, or AMM27 would 1: Implement measures to reduce noise
or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other with restrict noise-generating activities associated during construction and address noise
agencies mitigation with general plan implementation and other complaints, would reduce impacts
covered activities (e.g. transportation associated with implementing the
facilities). However, construction activities conservation strategy to less-than-
associated with the conservation strategy could  significant levels.
result in short-term exceedances in local noise
standards.
NOI-3: Result in a substantial permanent increase in Significant Implementation of Local Agencies’ general Goals, policies, and actions of the general
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above and plans and transportation facilities would result  plans, in addition to Caltrans BMPs, could
levels existing without the project unavoidable in a substantial permanent increase in ambient  reduce impacts associated with the

noise levels as a result of transportation noise
and stationary sources (in the case of the City of
Chico). Implementation of the conservation
strategy, water and irrigation district activities,
and recurring maintenance would not result in
a substantial permanent increase in noise
because there would be very few noise-
generating activities that occur within the Plan
Area on a permanent basis.

permanent increase in ambient noise levels
associated with implementation of general
plans and transportation facilities, but not to
less-than-significant levels.
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Summary of Significance Determination

Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts

Alternative 2—Proposed Action

NOI-4: Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity

above levels existing without the project

Significant
and
unavoidable

Implementation of Local Agencies’ general plan
policies, Caltrans’ BMPs or AMM27 would
restrict temporary noise-generating activities
associated with general plan implementation
and other covered activities (e.g.,
transportation facilities). However,
implementation of the City of Biggs’ general
plan would result in a temporary increase in
ambient noise levels associated with
construction. In addition, construction activities
associated with implementing the conservation
strategy could result in short-term exceedances
in local noise standards.

Impacts associated with the conservation
strategy would be reduced with
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-
1: Implement measures to reduce noise
during construction and address noise
complaints, and AMM27; however, the
general plan policies or mitigation measures
would not reduce the temporary increase in
ambient noise levels associated with general
plan implementation to a less-than
significant level.

Public Services and Public Utilities

PS-1: Environmental impacts associated with the need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for fire protection;

police protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities

PS-2: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general
plan would result in a substantial decrease in
service ratios for the City of Gridley due to the
projected population increase. Implementation
of the conservation strategy and other covered
activities would not result in a population
increase and would not affect service ratios.

Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general
plan would exceed wastewater treatment
requirements due to the projected population
increase. Implementation of the conservation
strategy and other covered activities would not
result in a population increase in the Plan Area
and consequently would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements.

General plan policies or the adoption of
identified mitigation measures in general
plan EIRs would not reduce impacts
associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant
levels.

General plan policies or the adoption of
identified mitigation measures in general
plan EIRs would not reduce impacts
associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant
levels.
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Alternative 2—Proposed Action
PS-3: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general ~ General plan policies or the adoption of
water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion  and plan would result in a population increase identified mitigation measures in general
of existing facilities, the construction of which could unavoidable  which would likely require the construction of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts to less-
cause significant environmental effects new water or wastewater treatment facilities. than-significant levels.
Implementation of the conservation strategy
and other covered activities would not need
water or wastewater services.
PS-4: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general Implementation of the general plan policies
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing and plan would result in the construction of or the adoption of identified mitigation
facilities, the construction of which could cause unavoidable  stormwater facilities. Implementation of the measures in general plan EIRs would not
significant environmental effects conservation strategy would not result in reduce impacts associated with general plan
significant environmental effects as a result of implementation to less-than-significant
construction of stormwater drainage facilities levels.
not already disclosed within this EIS/EIR.
PS-5: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve  Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general Implementation of the general plan policies
the project from existing entitlements and resources, and plan would result in insufficient water supplies  or the adoption of identified mitigation
or would new or expanded entitlements be needed unavoidable or require new or expanded entitlements. measures in general plan EIRs would not
Implementation of the conservation strategy reduce impacts associated with general plan
would not need new water entitlements. implementation to less-than-significant
levels.
PS-6: Result in a determination by the wastewater Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general Implementation of the general plan policies
treatment provider that serves or may serve the and plan would result in the need for additional or the adoption of identified mitigation
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the unavoidable wastewater treatment services. measures in general plan EIRs would not
project’s projected demand in addition to the Implementation of the conservation strategy reduce impacts associated with general plan
provider’s existing commitments would not need new wastewater services. implementation to less-than-significant
levels.
PS-7: Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general Implementation of the general plan policies
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste and plan would result in an increase in solid waste or the adoption of identified mitigation
disposal needs unavoidable disposal needs. Implementation of the measures in general plan EIRs would not

conservation strategy would not generate solid
waste and would not need solid waste disposal
services.

reduce impacts associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant
levels.
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Recreation, Open Space, and Visual Resources
REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general Implementation of the general plan policies
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that and plan would result in unavoidable impacts on or the adoption of identified mitigation
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would = unavoidable parks or other recreational facilities as a result ~ measures in general plan EIRs would not
occur or be accelerated of the anticipated population increase. reduce impacts associated with general plan
Implementation of the conservation strategy is  implementation to less-than-significant
anticipated to increase the recreational levels.
opportunities for the public in the Plan Area.
REC-2: Include recreational facilities or require the Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general =~ Implementation of the general plan policies
construction or expansion of recreational facilities and plan would require the construction of or the adoption of identified mitigation
that might have an adverse physical effect on the unavoidable recreational facilities that would adversely measures in general plan EIRs would not
environment affect the environment. Implementation of the reduce these effects associated with general
conservation strategy would not construct plan implementation to less-than-significant
specific recreational facilities and would not levels.
result in an adverse physical effect on the
environment.
REC-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic Significant Implementation of the City of Gridley’s general Implementation of the general plan policies
vista an plan would result in the conversion of the adoption of identified mitigation
unavoidable  agricultural land to urban uses and reduce the measures in general plan EIRs would not
visibility of the Sutter Buttes, thereby reduce these effects associated with general
substantially affecting scenic vistas or views. plan implementation to less-than-significant
The conservation strategy would not affect levels.
scenic vistas and views and in some cases may
enhance existing views.
REC-5: Substantially degrade the existing visual Significant Implementation of the City of Chico’s and City Implementation of the general plan policies
character or quality of the site and its surroundings and of Gridley’s general plans would result in or the adoption of identified mitigation
unavoidable  substantial degradation of the existing visual measures in general plan EIRs would not

character and quality of the areas within their
local jurisdictions primarily due to more urban
land uses. Implementation of the conservation
strategy would benefit the existing visual
character of the Plan Area and not substantially
degrade the existing visual character and
quality of agricultural lands and natural lands.

reduce these effects associated with general
plan implementation to less-than-significant
levels.
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Alternative 2—Proposed Action
REC-6: Create a new source of substantial light or Significant Implementation of Gridley’s general plan would Implementation of the general plan policies
glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime and result in a substantial increase of light and glare  or the adoption of identified mitigation
views in the area unavoidable as a result of the increase in urban land uses. measures in general plan EIRs would not

Implementation of the conservation strategy
would not result in a substantial increase of
light and glare because permanent activities
under the conservation strategy are not
expected to use substantial light.

reduce these effects associated with general
plan implementation to less-than-significant
levels.

Population and Housing, Socioeconomics, and Environmental Justice

SOC-1: Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of

roads or other infrastructure)

SOC-6: Substantially disproportionately affect
minority or low-income populations

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Implementation of the Gridley, Biggs, and
Oroville general plans would result in
substantial increases in population growth.
Implementation of the conservation strategy
would not result in substantial population
growth.

Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general
plans, transportation projects, and water and
irrigation district activities, as well as the
conservation strategy, would result in
significant impacts on agricultural resources,
air quality, hydrology and water quality, noise,
public services and public utilities, recreation
and visual resources, and transportation. These
impacts would occur in locations of the Plan
Area with meaningfully larger populations of
minority and low-income persons and,
therefore, substantially disproportionately
affect low-income populations.

Implementation of the general plans or the
adoption of identified mitigation measures
in general plan EIRs would not reduce
impacts associated with implementation of
the general plans to less-than-significant
levels.

Implementation of the general plans or the
adoption of identified mitigation measures
in general plan EIRs would not reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels. The
mitigation measures incorporated for the
effects associated with implementation of
the conservation strategy for air quality,
noise, and transportation would reduce
effects to less-than-significant levels.
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Transportation
TRA-1: A substantial increase in traffic compared to Significant Implementation of Local Agencies’ general General plan policies or the adoption of
existing traffic volumes and the capacity of the and plans and transportation facilities would result  identified mitigation measures in general
roadway system unavoidable  in substantial increases in traffic as a result of plan EIRs would not reduce impacts
construction and operation. Implementation of ~ associated with general plan
the conservation strategy or other covered implementation or transportation facilities
activities (e.g., water and irrigation district to less-than-significant levels.
activities) would not generate substantial
volumes of short-term and long-term traffic.
TRA-2: Safety hazards due to design features, Significant Implementation of the City of Biggs’ general General plan policies would reduce the
incompatible uses (e.g., hazards to vehicular, and plan would result in significant impacts related  impacts associated with implementation of
pedestrian, and bicycle transit), or inadequate unavoidable  to traffic safety hazards or inadequate the general plan, but not to less-than-
emergency access emergency access. Implementation of the significant levels.
conservation strategy and other covered
activities would not result in traffic hazards
because conservation activities would generally
be small, of limited duration, and located in
areas with little traffic.
TRA-3: Potential conflicts with transportation plans, Less than Implementation of the Local Agencies’ general Implementation of Mitigation Measure
programs, and planned projects significant plans would not conflict with transportation TRA-3: Avoid acquisition of conservation
with plans, programs, and planned projects because  lands that are within or adjacent to
mitigation it would incorporate the infrastructure and proposed alignments of programmed or

transportation projects adopted in the local
general plans and transportation plans.
Implementation of the conservation strategy
would establish of conservation areas in areas
where land may be required for transportation
project rights-of-way and this could impair
construction of these transportation projects;
similarly, the construction of transportation
projects in such areas could limit their
suitability as resource preserves.

planned transportation projects, would
reduce impacts associated with the
conservation strategy to less-than-
significant levels.




Table ES-3. Continued Page 24 of 35
NEPA/CEQA
Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill
Agricultural and Forestry Resources
AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural  and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
use unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use  Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
or conflict with a Williamson Act contract and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
environment that, due to their location or nature, and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
could result in conversion of Farmland to non- unavoidable  because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
agricultural use
Air Quality and Climate Change
AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the  Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
applicable air quality plan and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
unavoidable  because less ground disturbance and Alternative 2.
development are expected to occur.
AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
substantially to an existing or projected air quality and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
violation unavoidable because less ground disturbance and Alternative 2.
development are expected to occur.
AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable unavoidable  because less ground disturbance and Alternative 2.
federal or state ambient air quality standard development are expected to occur.
(including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)
AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
pollutant concentrations and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
unavoidable because less ground disturbance and Alternative 2.

development are expected to occur.
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Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill
AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
substantial number of people and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
unavoidable because less ground disturbance and Alternative 2.
development are expected to occur.
AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
impact on the environment unavoidable because less ground disturbance and Alternative 2.
development are expected to occur.
AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
emissions of greenhouse gases unavoidable  because less ground disturbance and Alternative 2.
development are expected to occur.
Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality
WQ-6: Expose people or structures to a significant risk ~ Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
Noise
NOI-1: Expose persons to or generate noise levels in Less than Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
excess of standards established in a local general plan  significant under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other with because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2. Implementation of Mitigation
agencies mitigation Measure NOI-1: Implement measures to
reduce noise during construction and
address noise complaints, would reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels.
NOI-3: Result in a substantial permanent increase in Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
levels existing without the project unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
NOI-4: Result in a substantial temporary or periodic Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity = and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
above levels existing without the project unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
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Public Services and Public Utilities
PS-1: Environmental impacts associated with the need  Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
for new or physically altered governmental facilitiesto and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or ~ unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
other performance objectives for fire protection;
police protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities
PS-2: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under

unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
PS-3: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion  and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
of existing facilities, the construction of which could unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
cause significant environmental effects
PS-4: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
facilities, the construction of which could cause unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
significant environmental effects
PS-5: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve  Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
the project from existing entitlements and resources, and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
or would new or expanded entitlements be needed unavoidable  because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
PS-6: Result in a determination by the wastewater Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
treatment provider that serves or may serve the and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments
PS-7: Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
disposal needs unavoidable because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
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Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill

Recreation, Open Space, and Visual Resources

REC-1: 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

REC-2: Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the

environment

REC-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic

vista

REC-5: Substantially degrade the existing visual

character or quality of the site and its surroundings

REC-6: Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime

views in the area

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Impacts would be similar to those described
under Alternative 2, although slightly less

because less development is expected to occur.

Impacts would be similar to those described
under Alternative 2, although slightly less

because less development is expected to occur.

Impacts would be similar to those described
under Alternative 2, although slightly less

because less development is expected to occur.

Impacts would be similar to those described
under Alternative 2, although slightly less

because less development is expected to occur.

Impacts would be similar to those described
under Alternative 2, although slightly less

because less development is expected to occur.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.

Population and Housing, Socioeconomics, and Environmental Justice

SOC-1: Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of

roads or other infrastructure)

SOC-6: Substantially disproportionately affect
minority or low-income populations

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Impacts would be similar to those described
under Alternative 2, although slightly less

because less development is expected to occur.

Impacts would be similar to those described
under Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.
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Transportation
TRA-1: A substantial increase in traffic compared to Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
existing traffic volumes and the capacity of the and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
roadway system unavoidable  because of the reduction in overall Alternative 2.
development.
TRA-2: Safety hazards due to design features, Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
incompatible uses (e.g., hazards to vehicular, and under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
pedestrian, and bicycle transit), or inadequate unavoidable  because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2.
emergency access
TRA-3: Potential conflicts with transportation plans, Less than Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
programs, and planned projects significant under Alternative 2, although slightly less would be similar to those described under
with because less development is expected to occur.  Alternative 2. Implementation of Mitigation
mitigation Measure TRA-3: Avoid lands that are within

or adjacent to proposed alignments of
programmed or planned transportation
projects, would reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels.
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Alternative 4—Greater Conservation
Agricultural and Forestry Resources
AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural  and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
use unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not convert important farmland
beyond the conversions already identified under
Alternative 2.
AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use  Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
or conflict with a Williamson Act contract and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not conflict with existing zoning
or Williamson Act contracts beyond the conflicts
already identified under Alternative 2.
AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
environment that, due to their location or nature, and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
could result in conversion of Farmland to non- unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
agricultural use ricelands would not involve other changes that
would convert important farmland beyond the
changes already identified under Alternative 2.
Air Quality and Climate Change
AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the  Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
applicable air quality plan and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
unavoidable  conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not result in additional air
quality emissions beyond the emissions already
identified under Alternative 2.
AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
substantially to an existing or projected air quality and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
violation unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not result in additional air
quality emissions beyond the emissions already
identified under Alternative 2.
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Alternative 4—Greater Conservation
AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
federal or state ambient air quality standard ricelands would not result in additional air
(including releasing emissions that exceed quality emissions beyond the emissions already
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) identified under Alternative 2.
AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
pollutant concentrations and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not result in additional air
quality emissions beyond the emissions already
identified under Alternative 2.
AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
substantial number of people and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not result in additional air
quality emissions beyond the emissions already
identified under Alternative 2.
AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
impact on the environment unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not result in additional air
quality emissions beyond the emissions already
identified under Alternative 2.
AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
emissions of greenhouse gases unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not result in additional air
quality emissions beyond the emissions already
identified under Alternative 2.
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Alternative 4—Greater Conservation
Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality
WQ-6: Expose people or structures to a significant risk ~ Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not generate risk of loss, injury

or death involving flooding beyond those already

identified under Alternative 2.
Noise
NOI-1: Expose persons to or generate noise levels in Less than Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
excess of standards established in a local general plan  significant under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other with conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2. Implementation of
agencies mitigation ricelands would not generate noise levels in Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Implement

excess of established standards beyond those measures to reduce noise during

excesses already identified under Alternative 2. construction and address noise

complaints, would reduce impacts to less
than significant.

NOI-3: Result in a substantial permanent increase in Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
levels existing without the project unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not result in the permanent

increase in ambient noise levels beyond those

increases already identified under Alternative 2.
NOI-4: Result in a substantial temporary or periodic Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity ~ and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
above levels existing without the project unavoidable  conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not result in a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels
beyond those increases already identified under
Alternative 2.
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Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 4—Greater Conservation
Public Services and Public Utilities
PS-1: Environmental impacts associated with the need  Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
for new or physically altered governmental facilitiesto and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or ~ unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
other performance objectives for fire protection; ricelands would not reduce service ratios beyond
police protection, schools, parks, or other public those reductions already identified under
facilities Alternative 2.
PS-2: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not exceed wastewater treatment

requirements beyond those exceedances already

identified under Alternative 2
PS-3: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion  and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
of existing facilities, the construction of which could unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
cause significant environmental effects ricelands would not require the construction of

new water or wastewater facilities beyond those

already identified under Alternative 2.
PS-4: Require or result in the construction of new Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
facilities, the construction of which could cause unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
significant environmental effects ricelands would not require the construction of

stormwater drainage facilities beyond those

already identified under Alternative 2.
PS-5: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve  Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
the project from existing entitlements and resources, and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
or would new or expanded entitlements be needed unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not require water supplies
beyond those already identified under
Alternative 2.
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Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 4—Greater Conservation
PS-6: Result in a determination by the wastewater Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
treatment provider that serves or may serve the and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
project’s projected demand in addition to the ricelands would not require the construction of
provider’s existing commitments new water or wastewater facilities beyond those

already identified under Alternative 2.
PS-7: Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
disposal needs unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not require additional solid

waste disposal services beyond the uses already

identified under Alternative 2.
Recreation, Open Space, and Visual Resources
REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and  Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would = unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
occur or be accelerated ricelands would not increase the use of

recreational facilities beyond the increases

already identified under Alternative 2.
REC-2: Include recreational facilities or require the Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
construction or expansion of recreational facilities and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
that might have an adverse physical effect on the unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
environment ricelands would not include recreational facilities

beyond those already identified under

Alternative 2.
REC-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic Significant Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
vista and under Alternative 2 but fewer, as the increased would be similar to those described under

unavoidable  conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not substantially adversely affect
a scenic vista beyond the adverse effects already
identified under Alternative 2.
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Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 4—Greater Conservation
REC-5: Substantially degrade the existing visual Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
character or quality of the site and its surroundings and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not substantially degrade the
visual characters beyond the visual degradation
already identified under Alternative 2.
REC-6: Create a new source of substantial light or Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
views in the area unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.

ricelands would not create a new source of
substantial light or glare beyond those new
sources already identified under Alternative 2.

Population and Housing, Socioeconomics, and Environmental Justice

SOC-1: Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of

roads or other infrastructure)

SOC-6: Substantially disproportionately affect
minority or low-income populations

Significant
and
unavoidable

Significant
and
unavoidable

Impacts would be the same as those described
under Alternative 2, as the increased
conservation of additional grasslands and
ricelands would not induce substantial
population growth beyond the growth already
identified under Alternative 2.

Impacts associated with implementation of the
general plans would be the same as under
Alternative 2, as the increased conservation of
additional grasslands and ricelands would not
substantially disproportionately affect minority
or low-income populations beyond the impacts
already identified under Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.

Mitigation measures or residual impacts
would be similar to those described under
Alternative 2.
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Impact Significance =~ Summary of Significance Determination Mitigation Measures or Residual Impacts
Alternative 4—Greater Conservation
Transportation
TRA-1: A substantial increase in traffic compared to Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
existing traffic volumes and the capacity of the and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
roadway system unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
ricelands would not result in a substantial
increase in traffic beyond the increase already
identified under Alternative 2.
TRA-2: Safety hazards due to design features, Significant Impacts would be the same as those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
incompatible uses (e.g., hazards to vehicular, and under Alternative 2, as the increased would be similar to those described under
pedestrian, and bicycle transit), or inadequate unavoidable conservation of additional grasslands and Alternative 2.
emergency access ricelands would not result in safety hazards
beyond the hazards already identified under
Alternative 2.
TRA-3: Potential conflicts with transportation plans, Less than Impacts would be similar to those described Mitigation measures or residual impacts
programs, and planned projects significant under Alternative 2, although slightly greater as would be similar to those described under
with the greater area of conserved grasslands and Alternative 2. Implementation of
mitigation ricelands increases the potential for conflicts to Mitigation Measure TRA-3: Avoid

arise.

acquisition of conservation lands that are
within or adjacent to proposed alignments
of programmed or planned transportation
projects, would reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels.







Chapter 1
Introduction

This joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) evaluates the
impacts associated with implementing the joint Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community
Conservation Plan and its associated Endangered Species Act (ESA) incidental take permits (ITP),
for western Butte County, known as the Butte Regional Conservation Plan (BRCP or Plan). This
EIS/EIR was prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States
Code [USC] 4321; 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500.1); the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines on implementing NEPA; the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Sections 21000-21178.1); and the State
CEQA Guidelines.

1.1 BRCP Overview

The following local and state agencies are jointly applying for endangered species permits from
state and federal wildlife agencies.

e The County of Butte (County)

e The Cities of Oroville, Chico, Biggs, and Gridley

e The Butte County Association of Governments! (BCAG)
e Western Canal Water District

e Biggs-West Gridley Water District.

e Butte Water District

e Richvale Irrigation District

e (California Department of Transportation District 3 (Caltrans District 3)

These entities are collectively referred to as the Permit Applicants. Together, they are applying for
ITPs from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as
amended; and from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), pursuant to Section
2835 of the California Fish and Game Code. The ITPs would authorize take of certain state- and
federally listed species (i.e., covered species) during the course of otherwise lawful activities (i.e.,
covered activities), as described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives.

As arequired component of the application for these permits, the Permit Applicants have prepared
the BRCP, which serves as a habitat conservation plan (HCP) under ESA and a natural community
conservation plan (NCCP) under the California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act
(NCCPA). The BRCP is intended to support the issuance of ITPs with a term of 50 years from USFWS,

1 BCAG is a joint powers authority formed pursuant to the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, Government Code Sections
6500 et seq. BCAG would be the BRCP Implementing Entity and would be the agency responsible for implementing
the BRCP.
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NMFS, and CDFW, and to develop a long-term conservation plan to protect and contribute to the
recovery of covered species and natural communities in the BRCP Plan Area, which is the same as
the Permit Area, while allowing for development and maintenance activities that are compatible
with local policies and regulations. The BRCP identifies where future impacts on protected species
will likely occur and lays out a strategy for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of the impacts
on natural resources that will result from these activities.

This EIS/EIR evaluates the potential impacts of ITP issuance by USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW; approval
and execution of the Implementing Agreement (IA) for the BRCP; and implementation of the BRCP
by the Permit Applicants (see Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, for a detailed description
of the proposed action). It also evaluates the impacts of other alternatives, including the No Action
Alternative. The purpose of the EIR component of this joint EIS/EIR is to inform member agency
decision makers and the public regarding the anticipated significant environmental impacts of the
proposed action, potential measures to mitigate these significant impacts, and reasonable
alternatives that could reduce the significant environmental impacts of the proposed action to a
less-than-significant level. The EIR will be used by the Permit Applicants approving the BRCP to
comply with CEQA. The EIR will also be used by CDFW to comply with CEQA in issuing to the Permit
Applicants the state NCCPA permit. The purpose of the EIS component of this joint EIS/EIR is to
inform the two federal agencies and the public of the effects on the human environment of their
issuance of the ITPs to these local and state entities and the implementation of the BRCP. USFWS
and NMFS will use the EIS to comply with NEPA for their issuance of ITPs to the Permit Applicants.
See Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, for more details on the purpose of this document under both
NEPA and CEQA.

1.1.1 Background

In 2007, the BRCP Planning Agreement (Planning Agreement) was entered into by the County; the
Cities of Oroville, Chico, Biggs, and Gridley; and CDFW, USFWS, NMFS, and BCAG. That document
established the initial planning scope and goals and the planning and preparation process for the
BRCP. In 2010, the Western Canal Water District, Biggs West Gridley Water District, Butte Water
District, Richvale Irrigation District, and Caltrans District 3 signed the Planning Agreement. BCAG
was designated as the lead to coordinate the process and preparation of the BRCP.

An organizational structure that allowed for input from stakeholders and the general public was
created to develop the BRCP. This organizational structure consisted of a Steering Committee
composed of the Permit Applicants and a Stakeholder Committee composed of parties with a broad
range of interests in the BRCP Plan Area (Figure 1-1). These interests include biological resources,
agriculture, land use and development, education, transportation, resource management, and water
delivery. USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW provided input throughout the development of the BRCP and
participated in Steering Committee and Stakeholder Committee meetings as well as in separate
meetings with BCAG and the consultant team that helped draft the Plan. Public involvement was
encouraged through open Stakeholder Committee meetings, public workshops, newsletters, and a
regularly updated website.

The Plan was developed in coordination with the development of the County and Cities’ general
plans in the Plan Area, allowing for feedback between the BRCP and general plan processes. This
feedback process identified opportunities and constraints and allowed for improvements in the
general plans regarding the avoidance and minimization of impacts on biological resources and the
development of open space and conservation elements that dovetail with the BRCP.

Butte Regional Conservation Plan 1-2 May 2015
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1.1.2 Plan Area Boundary

The BRCP Plan Area was developed with a focus on the areas where growth and development may
greatly affect state- and federally protected species. For the purposes of this EIS/EIR, the Plan Area
boundary encompasses 564,219 acres in western Butte County and is the same as the Permit Area
(Figure 1-1). This area consists of the western lowlands and foothills of Butte County and is bounded
on the west by Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa Counties; on the south by Sutter and Yuba Counties; and
on the north by Tehama County. On the east, the Plan Area is defined by the upper extent of
landscape dominated by oak woodland natural communities. The elevation below which land cover
types dominated by oak trees comprise more than one-half of the land cover present (referred to
hereafter as the oak zone) plus a small portion of the City of Chico that extends above the oak zone,
marks the woodland boundary. The upper elevational range of the oak zone within the Plan Area
varies from about 800 to 1,500 feet above mean sea level. Typically, oak tree-dominated land cover
types transition to either chaparral or conifer-dominated land cover types at elevations higher than
the Plan Area.

Although the Plan Area includes portions of the Sacramento River within Butte County, the BRCP
does not address activities that could affect listed fish species in the Sacramento River; such
activities are addressed under other regional conservation planning efforts for the Sacramento River
(e.g., the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program). The portion of Sacramento River floodplain within
Butte County is included in the BRCP for implementing conservation measures for covered species
and natural communities. There are 11 watersheds in the Plan Area: Red Bluff, Butte Basin, Upper
Dry Creek, Below Oroville Reservoir, Sutter Bypass, Lower Feather River, South Honcut Creek,
Upper Big Chico Creek, Upper Little Chico Creek, Upper Butte Creek, and Bloomer Hill.

1.2 Overview of NEPA and CEQA
1.2.1 NEPA

NEPA provides an interdisciplinary framework with action-forcing procedures requiring federal
agency decision makers to take environmental factors into account for their proposed action and a
range of alternatives. NEPA applies to all federal agencies and to most of the activities they manage,
regulate, or fund that affect the human environment. NEPA requires all agencies to consider and to
publicly disclose the environmental implications of their proposed actions through the preparation
of appropriate documents. CEQ has adopted regulations and other guidance providing detailed
procedures that federal agencies must follow to implement NEPA.

NEPA requires that every federal agency prepare an EIS for proposed legislation or other major
federal actions “significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” (42 USC 4332; 40 CFR
1501). In this case, an EIS must be prepared because USFWS, as the federal lead agency under NEPA,
has determined that the issuance of ITPs to the Permit Applicants under Section 10 of ESA
constitutes a major federal action likely to result in a significant impact on the human environment
and, thus, warranted the preparation of an EIS.

As described in CEQ’s NEPA regulations (40 CFR Section 1501.6), federal agencies other than the
NEPA lead agency that have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to the action’s
anticipated environmental effects can be included as cooperating agencies. Other federal agencies
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may use the lead agency’s NEPA document to support their own decision-making processes, if
appropriate. A cooperating agency participates in the NEPA process and may provide input and
expertise during preparation of the NEPA document. Federal agencies may designate and encourage
nonfederal public agencies, such as state, local, and tribal entities, to participate in the NEPA process
as cooperating agencies (40 CFR 1508.5). Accordingly, NMFS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are cooperating agencies under NEPA
because of their jurisdiction by law, their special expertise in aquatic resources and endangered
species, and their involvement in the BRCP. Consequently, this EIS/EIR may be used by NMFS and
USACE to satisfy those agencies’ NEPA requirements. See Section 1.5, Uses of this EIS/EIR, for more
details on how each agency will use this document.

1.2.2 CEQA

CEQA requires state and local agencies to estimate and evaluate the environmental implications of
their actions and aims to prevent significant environmental impacts of those actions by requiring
agencies, when feasible, to avoid significant environmental impacts or reduce them through the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures. Like NEPA, CEQA requires all agencies to consider and
publicly disclose the environmental implications of their proposed actions through the preparation
of appropriate documents. The State CEQA Guidelines are the primary source of rules and
interpretation of CEQA.

CEQA requires that the state or local lead agency prepare an EIR when the lead agency determines
that a project may have a significant impact on the environment. CEQA applies to all discretionary
activities proposed to be carried out or approved by California public agencies. BCAG is the CEQA
lead agency, and it has determined that an EIR must be prepared for the proposed action because
the BRCP may result in a significant impact on the environment. This EIR has been prepared to
facilitate CEQA compliance for all of the Permit Applicants. Each Permit Applicant must adopt the
final EIR to provide that compliance.

In addition to lead agencies, responsible and trustee agencies have roles in the environmental
review process. A responsible agency under CEQA is a state or local public agency other than the
CEQA lead agency that has discretionary approval over the project. A CEQA trustee agency is a state
agency that has jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project that are held in trust
for the people of California.

CDFW is a responsible agency under CEQA because it will approve the NCCP portion of the BRCP
and issue a take permit for the covered species under Section 2835 of the California Fish and Game
Code. CDFW is a trustee agency under CEQA because it has jurisdiction by law over the natural
resources that are the subject of the BRCP.

All agencies having responsibility for implementing or approving the BRCP, including the Permit
Applicants, are considered responsible agencies under CEQA (Section 1.5, Uses of this EIS/EIR). All of
the Permit Applicants, other than BCAG, are CEQA responsible agencies responsible for approving
and implementing the BRCP: the County; the Cities of Oroville, Chico, Biggs, and Gridley; Caltrans
District 3; Western Canal Water District; Biggs West Gridley Water District; Butte Water District;
and the Richvale Irrigation District.

All Lead and Responsible Agencies have independently reviewed and directed the preparation of
this document.

Butte Regional Conservation Plan 1-4 May 2015
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1.2.3 Joint Documentation

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1506.2), Department of Interior (DOI)Z procedures (516 DM 4.18), and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)3 recommend federal agencies to reduce
duplication between NEPA requirements, and state and local environmental requirements, by
preparing joint documents when possible. Similarly, CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines strongly
encourage state and local agencies to prepare a combined EIS/EIR that satisfies both NEPA and
CEQA (PRC § 21083.6, State CEQA Guidelines § 15222).

Although there are many requirements of CEQA and NEPA that are similar or the same, there are
some important terminology differences between the two laws. For example, NEPA refers to the
activity evaluated in an EIS as a proposed action by a federal entity, whereas CEQA refers to the
activity as a proposed project undertaken, supported, or permitted by a public agency. For purposes
of this EIS/EIR, the proposed action comprises the following components.

e Issuance of ITPs by USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW for the covered species associated with covered
activities described in the BRCP.

e Approval and execution of the IA for the BRCP.

e All federal, state, and local agency actions or approvals that would be issued or undertaken
under the BRCP.

e Implementation of the BRCP by the Permit Applicants.

See Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, for a detailed description of the proposed action.

1.3 Purpose and Need

NEPA requires that an EIS briefly describe the underlying purpose and need for the Agency’s
proposed and alternative actions (40 CFR 1502.13). Similarly, the State CEQA Guidelines require
that an EIR contain a “statement of objectives sought by the proposed project;” this statement
should include the “underlying purpose of the project” (State CEQA Guidelines 15124[b]).

1.3.1 Underlying Need

The need for the proposed action is based on the potential that the Permit Applicants’ proposed
covered activities that would be conducted, approved, or otherwise under their jurisdiction within
the BRCP Plan Area could result in the take of covered species, thereby necessitating ITPs from
USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW. Therefore, the Permit Applicants have applied for ITPs pursuant to
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of ESA.

2 USFWS is a federal government agency within the U.S. Department of the Interior.
3 NMFS is a federal government agency within the NOAA and the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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1.3.2

Purpose and Need Statement

The purposes of the proposed action for USFWS and NMFS are listed below.

1.3.3

In response to the Permit Applicants’ application, USFWS and NMFS are proposing to issue ITPs
for species currently listed under ESA as well as species that are not currently listed but may
become listed during the permit term.

To comprehensively protect and conserve covered species and to conserve, enhance, and
restore the habitat and ecosystems upon which these species depend to ensure their long-term
survival in the Plan Area.

Assemble and maintain a reserve system within the Plan Area that focuses on preservation and
enhancement actions that provide for the protection of species, natural communities, and
ecosystems on a landscape level.

Statement of Objectives

The objectives of the proposed action for the Permit Applicants are listed below, based on the
Planning Agreement for the BRCP.

Provide for long-term conservation and management of covered species within the BRCP Plan
Area at a regional scale while allowing for compatible future land uses and development under
the general plans of the cities and County within the BRCP Plan Area and the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP).

Provide for a streamlined permitting process that integrates habitat conservation with long-
term general plan implementation to balance the need for growth with species protection and to
make more predictable and certain that future development will comply with endangered
species regulations.

Provide a means to implement covered activities in a manner that complies with applicable state
and federal fish and wildlife protection laws, including ESA, the California Endangered Species
Act (CESA) (through the NCCPA), NEPA, CEQA, and the Clean Water Act (CWA).

Provide a basis for permits and authorizations necessary to lawfully take certain native species
of plants, fish, and wildlife, including species that are listed as threatened or endangered
pursuant to the terms of ESA and CESA.

Provide for issuance of take permits for other species that are not currently listed but that may
become listed in the future.

Coordinate and standardize mitigation and compensation requirements of ESA, CESA (through
the NCCPA), NEPA, CEQA, CWA, and other applicable laws and regulations related to biological
and natural resources within the Plan Area so that public and private actions will be governed
equally and consistently, thus reducing delays, expenses, and regulatory duplication.

Support issuance of a Master Streambed Alteration Agreement (MSAA) from CDFW under
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, a programmatic wetlands permit (e.g.,
Programmatic General Permit) from USACE under CWA Section 404, and a regional water
quality certification by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley
Water Board) under CWA Section 401. The BRCP has been prepared to comply with these
regulations and facilitate separate applications for programmatic permits from these agencies.
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1.4 Public and Agency Involvement

Public participation is an essential part of the NEPA and CEQA processes. The NCCPA and federal
regulations also require public participation and outreach. This section describes the public and
agency involvement activities for the BRCP, including the EIS/EIR scoping process (pursuant to
NEPA and CEQA), agency coordination activities, BRCP Steering and Stakeholder Committee
meetings, and other public outreach activities that have occurred since the initial stages of the BRCP
planning process.

1.4.1 EIS/EIR Scoping Process

The public scoping process began on December 14, 2012, with the publication of a Notice of Intent
(NOI) in the Federal Register (pursuant to NEPA) and submittal of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to
the State Clearinghouse (pursuant to CEQA). The NOI and NOP notified the public and agencies of
the BRCP, the intent to prepare an EIS/EIR, and the public meetings held on January 9, 2013. The
NOI and NOP also informed the public that written comments on the NOI and NOP should be
received by January 28 and January 30, 2013, respectively. The NOI and NOP are included in
Appendix A.

Legal notices of the NOP were run in the Gridley Herald, Chico Enterprise-Record, and Oroville
Mercury-Register on Friday, December 14, 2012. The NOI/NOP and information about scoping
meetings were sent by mail to BCAG’s BRCP distribution list, posted on the BRCP website
(www.buttehcp.com), and sent by email to USFWS’ media contacts and BCAG's email distribution
list. Publication of the NOI in the Federal Register constitutes public notice of that document.
Additionally, USFWS posted a media release on its website.

Public Scoping Meetings

USFWS, as the NEPA lead agency, and BCAG, as the CEQA lead agency, held two joint public scoping
meetings on January 9, 2013.

e Oroville City Council Chambers, 1735 Montgomery Street Oroville, CA 95965, from 2:00 p.m. to
4:00 p.m.

e BCAG Conference Room 2580 Sierra Sunrise Terrace, Suite 100 Chico, CA 95928, from 6:00 p.m.
to 8:00 p.m.

A total of nine people signed in as meeting participants (three in Oroville and six in Chico). Both
meetings consisted of a brief presentation by USFWS, BCAG, CDFW, and USACE, followed by an open
house-style forum in which participants were encouraged to walk around to various stations to view
presentation boards about the BRCP and the environmental review process. Scoping comments
received during the public scoping meetings are summarized in Appendix A.

Significant Issues Identified in Scoping Comments

Two comments, summarized below, were received from stakeholders regarding the EIS/EIRs during
the scoping period.

e Nitrogen deposition in the Plan Area could contribute to growth of invasive plant species.

Butte Regional Conservation Plan 1-7 May 2015
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e Compliance with CEQA should be ensured in terms of adherence to laws related to historic
resources and notification of appropriate tribal governments.

The State of California Office of Planning and Research sent a courtesy letter to reviewing agencies
to encourage them to submit comments on the scope and content of the NOP in a timely manner.

1.4.2 Agency Coordination

Technical Agency Meetings

Regular technical agency meetings were held with USFWS, NMFS, USACE, CDFW, and EPA to discuss
specific agency concerns related to administrative draft sections of the BRCP. These agencies
provided technical input on the baseline data, covered species lists, covered species accounts,
existing ecological conditions report, covered activities, impact analysis, and conservation strategy.

Collaboration and Consultation with Tribes

Outreach to tribal governments began with coordinating the formation of the Stakeholder
Committee in 2007. Each tribal government in the Plan Area was invited to attend and participate.
The Mooretown Rancheria tribe had a representative attend the first few Stakeholder Committee
meetings in 2007. Several tribal government representatives receive updates on the BRCP via the
“interested parties” email distribution list and through mailing list newsletters.

USFWS identified potentially interested parties as defined in 36 CFR 800 and in 33 CFR 325 by
contacting the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to request a Sacred Land search and
list of tribal groups or individuals with local information or an interest in the BRCP. The NAHC was
contacted on September 5, 2013.

1.4.3 Committee Meetings

An organizational structure was created to develop the BRCP efficiently and with substantial
opportunity for input from stakeholders and the general public. BCAG led coordination of the
process and preparation of the BRCP, while the federal and state permitting agencies—USFWS,
NMFS, and CDFW—participated in Steering Committee and Stakeholder Committee meetings as well
as separate meetings with BCAG, the BRCP consultant, and the environmental consultant.

Steering Committee

A Steering Committee was established in 2007 to provide administrative oversight in the
development of the BRCP. The members of the BRCP Steering Committee are listed below.

e Butte County, Board of Supervisors (various districts)
e City of Chico, Mayor

e C(ity of Oroville, Mayor or City Council Member

e (altrans District 3, Director

e Western Canal Water District, District Manager

USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW staff members also attend these meetings. Steering Committee meetings
are scheduled on an as-needed basis and are open to the public.
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Stakeholder Committee

Introduction

The BRCP Stakeholder Committee was formed in 2007 and is composed of a group of interested

stakeholders with a broad range of interests in the BRCP and Plan Area. The committee is

responsible for reviewing draft sections of the BRCP and providing recommendations for BRCP
development to BCAG and the Steering Committee. The member organizations of the Stakeholder
Committee are listed below.

Chico Building Industry Association
Butte County Farm Bureau

Ducks Unlimited

Butte Environmental Council

Altacal Audubon Society

Sierra Club

CSU Chico

Butte County Agricultural Commission
The Nature Conservancy

California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Butte County Resource Conservation District
Caltrans

Western Canal Water District
Biggs-West Gridley Water District
Butte Water District

Richvale Irrigation District

USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and USACE staff members also attend these meetings. The Stakeholder
Committee generally meets on a monthly basis at the BCAG Conference Room, and its meetings are
open to the public.

1.4.4

BRCP Public Outreach

In addition to the public involvement opportunities associated with the Steering and Stakeholder
Committee meetings, other public outreach and involvement has taken place since the initial stages
of the BRCP planning process. Public workshops were held on September 5, 2007, in Chico and on
September 12, 2007, in Oroville, in part to educate and involve the public in the BRCP development
process and answer questions from the community. Workshops were held again on January 15,
2013, in Oroville and Gridley and on January 16, 2013, in Chico to solicit additional public input and
further educate the public on the BRCP.

Newsletters

BRCP newsletters have been published on a regular basis to keep interested parties updated with
the latest information on development of the BRCP. To date, nine newsletter editions have been
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released: Summer/Fall 2007, Winter 2008, Summer 2008, Spring 2009, Fall 2009, Spring 2010,
Winter 2011, Winter 2012, and Winter 2013.

Project Website

A project website (www.buttehcp.com) was established for the BRCP in 2007. BCAG staff manages
the website and updates the contents on a regular basis. The website provides updated information
on the BRCP process and status, including public meetings, and serves as a clearinghouse for BRCP

planning and environmental documents. Public comments can be submitted through the “Contact
Us” page. This EIS/EIR is also available on the website.

1.5

Uses of this EIS/EIR

Implementation of the BRCP will require permits and approvals from the Lead Agencies as well as
public agencies other than the Lead Agencies. This section describes the uses of this EIS/EIR by the
Lead Agencies as well as the Cooperating and Responsible Agencies. Table 1-1 summarizes the
permits and approvals associated with implementation of the BRCP.

Table 1-1. Summary of Federal and State Permits and Approvals for the BRCP

Agency

Legal Authority

Permit or Approval

Federal
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries
Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Federal Endangered Species Act,
Section 7

Federal Endangered Species Act,
Section 10(a)(1)(B)

Federal Endangered Species Act,
Section 7

Federal Endangered Species Act,
Section 10(a)(1)(B)

Clean Water Act, Section 404

Biological Opinion

Incidental Take Permit;
Implementing Agreement

Biological Opinion

Incidental Take Permit;
Implementing Agreement

Evaluation of permit
application(s) for the
discharge of dredged and/or
fill material into waters of the
United States under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act.

State
Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Fish and Game Code,
Section 2835

California Fish and Game Code,
Section 1602

Incidental Take Permit;
Implementing Agreement

Master Streambed Alteration
Agreement

Central Valley Regional Water Clean Water Act, Section 401; Section = Regional Water Quality
Quality Control Board 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act Certification
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1.5.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife

USFWS must decide whether to issue an ESA Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit (ITP) for the species under
its jurisdiction that are covered under the BRCP (all nonmarine and nonanadromous species). They
must also select a preferred alternative. ESA Section 10(a)(2)(B) requires that specific issuance
criteria be met before USFWS may issue ITPs. The Permit Applicants have proposed a permit term of
50 years. If they decide to issue the ITP, USFWS would also sign the IA.

Permit Issuance Criteria

The issuance criteria for an ITP are contained in ESA Section 10(a)(2)(B) and the implementing
regulations for ESA (50 CFR 17.22[b][2][i]). These issuance criteria are listed below.

1. All taking of federally listed fish and wildlife species must be incidental to otherwise lawful
activities.

2. The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the impacts of
such taking.

3. The applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the HCP and procedures to deal with
changed circumstances, including adequate funding to address such changes, will be provided.

4. The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of the species in
the wild.

5. The applicant will ensure that other measures that USFWS may require will be provided.

An applicant must prepare and submit to USFWS for approval an HCP containing the mandatory
elements of Section 10(a)(2)(A) before an ITP can be issued. Accordingly, the HCP must specify the
following information.

1. The impact that will likely result from the taking.

2. What steps the applicant will take to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such impacts; the funding
available to implement such steps; and the procedures to be used to deal with unforeseen
circumstances.

3. What alternative actions to such taking the applicant considered and the reasons why such
alternatives are not proposed to be used.

4. Such other measures that USFWS may require as being necessary or appropriate for the
purposes of the plan.

The determination as to whether the criteria have been met will be described in USFWS’s decision
package: a Biological Opinion (BO) pursuant to Section 7 of ESA; a Findings and Recommendations
for the issuance of a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit; and a NEPA decision document (in this case, a
Record of Decision [ROD]). These decision documents are produced at the end of the process and
will contain the rationale behind USFWS’s decision to either approve or deny a Section 10(a)(1)(B)
permit application. USFWS may decide to issue the ITPs, which will contain standard terms and
conditions and may also contain additional terms and conditions as deemed appropriate by USFWS.
Alternatively, USFWS may deny the ITPs.*

4 Permit denial regulations are codified in 50 CFR 13.21(b).
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ESA Section 7

Issuance of an ITP is also a federal action subject to Section 7 of ESA. Section 7(a)(2) requires all
federal agencies, in consultation with USFWS, to ensure that any action “authorized, funded, or
carried out” by any such agency “is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification” of
critical habitat. Because issuance of a Section 10 permit involves a federal authorization, it is subject
to this provision. In this case, because it is issuing the authorization, USFWS will conduct an internal
consultation. Although the provisions of Section 7 and Section 10 are similar, Section 7 and its
regulations require an analysis of the HCP’s direct and indirect effects, a jeopardy analysis for
federally listed plants, and effects on critical habitat. The results of this internal consultation will be
documented in a BO, which will be produced at the end of the process.

NEPA

Issuance of an ITP is a federal action subject to NEPA. An EIS is required when the project or activity
that would take place under the HCP is a major federal action that would significantly affect the
quality of the human environment, though an agency may produce an EIS at its discretion even
when the action is not likely to result in significant effects. As the federal lead agency under NEPA,
USFWS has determined that issuance of ITPs for the BRCP is a major federal action likely to result in
a significant impact on the environment, and preparation of an EIS is warranted. The EIS will
culminate in a ROD, which will document USFWS'’s final decision.

1.5.2 National Marine Fisheries Service

NMFS shares responsibility with USFWS for implementing ESA and oversees marine and
anadromous species. Like USFWS, NMFS must also decide whether to issue ESA ITPs for the
federally listed species covered under the BRCP. NMFS would also be responsible for executing the
IA. The same issuance criteria (pursuant to Section 10[a][2][B] of ESA) must be met before NMFS
may issue ITPs.

As part of its decision package, NMFS will need to issue a separate BO. As discussed in this chapter,
NMEFS is a Cooperating Agency under NEPA (see Section 1.2.1, NEPA, in this chapter). Accordingly, a
ROD will likely be issued by NMFS at the end of the process.

1.5.3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CDFW must decide whether to approve the NCCP and issue an ITP for the state-listed species
covered in the BRCP, pursuant to Section 2835 of the California Fish and Game Code. The
determination as to whether the criteria for approval of the NCCP and issuance of ITPs have been
met is described in CDFW’s ITP decision and CEQA findings. CDFW would also be jointly responsible
for executing the IA.

NCCPA

In accordance with the NCCPA (California Fish and Game Code, § 2800 et seq.), CDFW will approve
the NCCP for implementation after making the following findings, based on substantial evidence in
the record.
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10.

The BRCP has been developed consistent with the process identified in the Planning Agreement
entered into pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 2810.

The BRCP integrates adaptive management strategies that are periodically evaluated and
modified on the basis of information from the monitoring program and other sources. These
strategies will assist in providing for the conservation of covered species and ecosystems within
the Plan Area.

The BRCP provides for the protection of habitat, natural communities, and species diversity on a
landscape or ecosystem level through the creation and long-term management of habitat
reserves or other measures that provide equivalent conservation of covered species appropriate
for terrestrial, aquatic, and marine habitats within the Plan Area.

The development of reserve systems and conservation measures in the Plan Area provides, as
needed for the conservation of species, all the following functions.

a. Conserving, restoring, and managing representative natural and seminatural landscapes to
maintain the ecological integrity of large habitat blocks, ecosystem functions, and biological
diversity.

b. Establishing one or more reserves or other measures that provide equivalent conservation
of covered species within the Plan Area, and linkages between the reserves and adjacent
habitat areas outside the Plan Area.

c. Protecting and maintaining habitat areas that are large enough to support sustainable
populations of covered species.

d. Incorporating a range of environmental gradients (e.g., slope, elevation, aspect, coastal or
inland characteristics) and high habitat diversity to provide for shifting species distributions
due to changed circumstances.

e. Sustaining the effective movement and interchange of organisms between habitat areas in a
manner that maintains the ecological integrity of the habitat areas within the Plan Area.

The BRCP identifies activities, and any restrictions on those activities, allowed within reserve
areas that are compatible with the conservation of species, habitats, natural communities, and
their associated ecological functions.

The BRCP contains specific conservation measures that meet the biological needs of covered
species and are based on the best available scientific information regarding the status of covered
species and the impacts of permitted activities on those species.

The BRCP contains a monitoring program.
The BRCP contains an adaptive management program.

The BRCP establishes the estimated timeframe and process by which the reserves or other
conservation measures are to be implemented, the obligations of landowners and plan
signatories, and the consequences of the failure to acquire lands in a timely manner.

The BRCP contains provisions that ensure adequate funding to carry out the conservation
actions identified in the plan.

Section 2835 of the NCCPA allows CDFW to authorize take in an NCCP for any identified species for
which conservation and management is provided in the plan, whether or not the species is listed as
threatened or endangered under CESA or ESA.
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CDFW will also enter into a master streambed alteration agreement (MSAA) with BCAG under
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code that will be implemented under the local aquatic
resources ordinance. The MSAA will allow BCAG to authorize activities that affect the bed and bank
of streams, ponds, and lakes, in the Plan Area with the implementation of the Aquatic Resources Plan
(ARP) (refer to Section 1.5.4, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, for additional information about the ARP).

CEQA

NCCPs require appropriate compliance with CEQA. The CEQA document for the NCCP must include a
specific mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program consistent with the requirements of PRC
Section 21000 et seq. As a responsible and trustee agency under CEQA, CDFW would be required to
adopt the EIR and make findings pursuant to the EIR.

1.5.4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The Permit Applicants are anticipating a Regional General Permit issued by USACE to authorize
BRCP covered activities BRCP that would result in the discharge of dredge and/or fill material into
waters of the United States pursuant to CWA Section 404 and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1899. If sufficient for its purposes, USACE intends to use this EIS/EIR to support the RGP. If
issued, the proposed RGP would include conditions, including reporting requirements, impact
thresholds, mitigation (avoidance, minimization, and compensation), and compliance with other
related federal laws (e.g., CWA Section 401, ESA, NHPA).

During RGP development, USACE may use the information and analysis found in this EIS/EIR to
develop cumulative and alternative analysis documents in support of the RGP. The overall CWA
permitting strategy for BRCP approved projects will primarily include the RGP. However, Individual
Permits, including Letter of Permission (LOP) may be used to cover activities under the BRCP that
do not meet the RGP conditions or impact thresholds. The overall CWA permit strategy would
incorporate the BRCP conservation measures and provide greater protection to waters of the United
States in the Plan Area than provided under the current CWA program (i.e., no RGP). If sufficient,
USACE would utilize the BRCP and EIS information and analyses to the maximum extent possible to
develop and implement the 404 permitting strategy. As a cooperating agency, USACE would
consider the EIS to be a programmatic NEPA document from which it can tier to make permit
decisions, including establishing the RGP and issuing Individual permits.

ARP

The Butte Regional ARP establishes a local program to conserve aquatic resources in the Plan Area
through the avoidance and minimization of impacts on aquatic resources from regional growth and
development. It provides for the conservation of wetlands, streams, and the waters and the
watersheds that support them in the Plan Area while streamlining the USACE’s CWA Section 404
and 401 permit process for covered activities. The ARP will be integrated into the BRCP. See Chapter
2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, for a detailed description of the ARP.

NEPA

USACE would also need to ensure compliance with the United States Environmental Protection
Service’s Section 404(b)(1) guidelines for any proposed RGP and standard permits that would result
in the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into waters of the United States. As part of its
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compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines, USACE would conduct an alternatives analysis to
determine the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). In addition, USACE
would need to evaluate any proposed RGPs, LOPs, and standard permits to determine if they are
contrary to the public interest. USACE cannot issue any permits for activities that do not meet all of
the requirements of the 404(b)(1) guidelines and/or that are contrary to the public interest.
Compliance with the Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines and the effects on the public would be determined
by USACE in its decision documents for any proposed RGPs, LOPs, or standard permits.

This EIS/EIR has been prepared in cooperation with USACE as a NEPA cooperating agency;
consequently, the alternatives analysis contained in this EIS/EIR is expected to satisfy USACE'’s
alternatives analysis obligations as set forth in the 404(b)(1) guidelines, as well as NEPA
requirements.

Moreover, if sufficient, USACE may rely on and tier from the alternatives analysis in an existing EIS,
such as this EIS/EIR, in reviewing subsequent individual permit applications (i.e., for activities that
are not authorized in the RGP). USACE can, therefore, tier from this EIS/EIR for covered projects that
fall within the BRCP’s and the ARP’s parameters.

1.5.5 Participating Jurisdictions

BCAG would be responsible for adopting the BRCP, certifying the EIS/EIR as the lead agency under
CEQA, making Findings of Fact pursuant to CEQA, and signing the IA. Each of the Permit Applicants
must decide whether to adopt the BRCP and sign the IA. Each of these entities is also a responsible
agency under CEQA and would be required to adopt the EIR and make findings pursuant to the
CEQA.

Local jurisdictions that adopt the BRCP, sign the IA, and adopt the EIR would be listed on the joint
ESA Section 10(a)(1)(B) ITP and NCCPA Section 2835 permits. These permits will provide
authorization for take of covered species resulting from covered activities within their respective
jurisdictions. To implement the BRCP, the Local Agencies would rely on the land use authority
provided through their general plans and zoning ordinances. Local Agencies may be required to pass
alocal ordinance to implement the local funding provisions of the BRCP.

1.5.6 Relationship of EIS/EIR with the BRCP

The proposed action, as described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, is based on
information contained in the BRCP, including the Plan Area boundary, goals and objectives, covered
species, covered activities, and anticipated permit duration. In addition to the species identified for
coverage under the BRCP, this EIS/EIR also evaluates species not proposed for coverage by the
BRCP that may be affected by plan implementation, such as special-status animal and plant species
that are legally protected under ESA, CESA, or other regulations, and species that are considered
sufficiently rare by the scientific community to qualify for such listing.

This EIS/EIR evaluates a broad range of alternatives to the proposed action, including a no action
alternative. This EIS/EIR will be used to inform agency decision makers and the public regarding the
potential significant environmental effects of the proposed action, potential measures to mitigate
these significant effects, and reasonable alternatives that could reduce the significant adverse
environmental effects related to implementing the proposed action. See Chapter 2 for a more
complete discussion of the requirements of selecting and evaluating alternatives.

Butte Regional Conservation Plan
Public Draft EIS/EIR

May 2015

1-15 ICF 00736.10






Chapter 2
Proposed Action and Alternatives

This chapter describes the proposed action and the implementation of the conservation strategy
that is intended to provide for the conservation of the covered species and natural communities
addressed by the BRCP. This chapter also describes the requirements of NEPA and CEQA and other
regulatory considerations for the development of alternatives to the proposed BRCP, the
alternatives selection process, alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIS/EIR, and
alternatives eliminated from further consideration.

2.1 Approach to Developing Alternatives

2.1.1 Regulatory Framework

NEPA and CEQA

Range of Alternatives

NEPA and CEQA require that an EIS/EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed
action, including a no action alternative. While there is no clear rule for determining a reasonable
range, NEPA and CEQA provide guidance that can be used to define a range of alternatives for
consideration in an EIR/EIS.

According to NEPA, the range of alternatives required in an EIS is governed by the rule of reason,
which requires an EIS to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The
reasonable range of options is to be defined by the specific facts and circumstances of the proposed
action. To be considered reasonable, it is generally understood that first, alternatives must fulfill the
basic requirements of the statement of purpose and need (described for the BRCP in Chapter 1,
Introduction). Second, alternatives to be analyzed should not have more significant impacts on the
environment than the proposed action or result in impacts that are indistinguishable from those of
the proposed action. Finally, alternatives must be able to be feasibly carried out in the context of
technical, economic, environmental, and other factors. If alternatives have been eliminated from
detailed study, the EIS must briefly discuss the reason for their elimination (40 CFR 1502.14[a];
Forty Questions No. 1[a]).

The range of alternatives under CEQA is governed by the rule of reason. Alternatives under CEQA
must meet the basic project objectives, should not result in greater impacts on the environment than
those of the proposed project, and must be potentially feasible. In determining whether alternatives
are feasible, lead agencies are guided by the general definition of feasibility found in State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15364: “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors.” In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f], the lead agency
should consider site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, other regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and the proponent’s control
over alternative sites in determining the range of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR. An EIR must
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briefly describe the rationale for selection and rejection of alternatives and the information that the
lead agency relied upon in making the selection. It should also identify any alternatives that were
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly
explain the reason for their exclusion (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[d][2]).

No Action/No Project Alternative

A no action alternative is required to be considered in an EIS and a no project alternative is required
to be considered in an EIR. A no action/no project alternative allows decision makers to compare
the impacts of approving the project to the impacts of not approving the project. CEQ regulations for
implementing NEPA require an EIS to include evaluation of a no action alternative (40 CFR
1502.14). At the lead agencies’ discretion under NEPA, the no action alternative may be described as
the future circumstances without the proposed action and can also include predictable actions by
persons or entities, other than the federal agencies involved in a project action, acting in accordance
with current management direction or level of management intensity. When the proposed action
involves updating an adopted management plan or program, the no action alternative includes the
continuation of the existing management plan or program.

Under CEQA, an EIR is required to analyze the no project alternative. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, Subdivision (e)(2) indicates that no project conditions may include some reasonably
foreseeable changes in existing conditions and changes that would be reasonably expected to occur
in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent
with available infrastructure and community services.

Clean Water Act

Activities that would result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States require authorization from USACE under Section 404 of the CWA. Projects subject to
permitting under the CWA must comply with Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines (40 CFR, Part 230) for
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. Section 404(b)(1) guidelines
require that

except as provided under Section 404(b)(2), no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be
permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant
adverse environmental consequences.

The guidelines consider an alternative practicable “if it is available and capable of being done after
taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”
Practicable alternatives under the guidelines assume that “alternatives that do not involve special
aquatic sites are available, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise.” The guidelines also assume that
“all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not involve a discharge into a
special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, unless
clearly demonstrated otherwise.”

The Permit Applicants are seeking a Regional General Permit (RGP) under Section 404 from USACE
to accompany the BRCP. If issued, this RGP would authorize BRCP activities that meet the conditions
of the RGP and result in no more than minimal individual or cumulative impact on waters of the
United States. As part of the evaluation to issue an RGP under Section 404, USACE will issue a public
notice, address the public’s comments, and address the EPA’s Section 404(b)(1) regulations
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(analysis of possible alternatives to the RGP and LEDPA determination) in their decision document
issued with the RGP.

Endangered Species Act

ESA Section 10(a)(1)(B) requires applicants for ITPs to specify in an HCP what alternative actions to
the take of federally listed threatened and endangered species were considered and the reasons that
those alternatives were rejected. There is no similar requirement under the NCCPA. This
requirement is addressed in Chapter 9 of the BRCP, which considers alternatives to take.
Alternatives to take can be similar to EIS/EIR alternatives, but they do not have to be the same
because they fulfill different regulatory requirements. Alternatives to take typically include
alternatives such as not achieving implementation of the general plan and reducing overall
development in certain areas.

2.1.2 Alternatives Considered

Ideas for potential alternatives came from a variety of sources, including the BRCP development
process, the public scoping process under CEQA and NEPA, and the lead and cooperating agencies.
The following categories of potential alternatives to the BRCP were considered by the lead agencies.
All alternatives considered were different types of conservation plans that varied in the ways
described below.

e Variation in permit term. Permit term of 30 or 40 years (instead of 50 years).

e Variation in covered species. Fewer covered species (e.g., only species currently listed as
threatened or endangered under ESA or CESA).

e Variation in Permit Area. Smaller or larger Permit Area (e.g., all of Butte County, county-only
Permit Area [excluding cities]).

e Variation in covered activities. Reduced development by each participating jurisdiction
consistent with general plan development alternatives.

e Variation in the conservation strategy. Changes in the type, location, magnitude, or frequency
of implementing certain conservation measures, or considering only an HCP component of the
conservation plan.

Additionally, in anticipation of USACE’s use of the EIS/EIR to satisfy its requirements under CWA
Section 404(b)(1), the following alternatives were also considered for evaluation.

e No Programmatic General Permit or Letter of Permission Issued by USACE Alternative.
The CWA evaluation would consider effects on wetlands and waters on a project-by-project
basis.

e No Fill Alternative (No Section 404 Action). Development would be allowed but would avoid
all fill of waters and wetlands; USACE would not permit any development that would affect
waters or wetlands.

e Reduced Development/Reduced Fill Alternative. This alternative would aim to reduce the
potential impacts on waters and wetlands.
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2.1.3 Alternatives Screening

Once alternatives were selected, they were screened against a set of criteria using a systematic
screening process. Screening occurred in three tiers, with separate criteria used in each tier.
Potential alternatives that met the screening criteria in one tier were carried forward to the next
tier. Only the alternatives that met the criteria for all three tiers were carried forward in this
EIS/EIR for detailed analysis.

The screening criteria for the EIS/EIR are based on a number of considerations, including (1) legal
requirements for adequate discussions of alternatives in the EIS/EIR, as set forth in CEQA and NEPA
and the regulations and case law interpreting those statutes; (2) concepts of “potential feasibility”
under CEQA and “reasonableness” under NEPA; and (3) CWA Section 404(b)(1) screening criteria.

Under CEQA, alternatives to be included in an EIR, in addition to a no project alternative, must
satisfy the following requirements.

e Are potentially feasible.
e Attain most of the basic objectives of the project.

e Avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.

BCAG, as the CEQA lead agency, may structure its alternatives around a reasonable definition of a
fundamental underlying purpose and need not study alternatives that cannot achieve the basic
project objectives.

CEQ’s Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations is
used as NEPA guidance by DOI (including USFWS, the NEPA lead agency, and NMFS, the NEPA
cooperating agency). The CEQ guidance indicates that the “range of alternatives” should include all
reasonable alternatives that must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated, as well as those
other alternatives that are eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for
eliminating them. The reasonable range of alternatives also includes those that are not within the
jurisdiction of the lead agencies. The CEQ guidance also states that what constitutes a reasonable
range depends on the nature of the action. When there is potentially a very large number of
alternatives, a reasonable range of alternatives covering the full spectrum of reasonable alternatives
can be identified for detailed analysis in the NEPA document.

DOI has adopted additional regulations (43 CFR Section 46.415[b]) that require, in addition to a no
action alternative, an EIS to include alternatives that meet the following requirements.

e Arereasonable.
e Meet the purpose and need of the proposed action.

e Address one or more significant issues related to the proposed action.

Finally, USACE must address certain issues when evaluating alternatives for consideration in NEPA
documents and to determine the LEDPA under Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA. These issues include
those listed below.

e Availability.
e Overall purpose.

e C(osts.
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Logistics.
Existing technology.
Direct impacts on waters of the United States.

Direct impacts on special aquatic sites.

First Tier Screening Criteria

The legal requirements of CEQA and NEPA were considered in the context of the statements of
project objectives and purpose (Chapter 1, Section 1.3, Purpose and Need) to develop the following
first tier screening criteria.

Could the potential alternative provide for long-term conservation and management of covered
species within the Plan Area at a regional scale while allowing for compatible future land uses
and development under the general plans of the County and Cities within the Plan Area and the
RTP?

Could the potential alternative provide for a streamlined endangered species permitting process
that integrates habitat conservation with long-term general plan implementation to balance
planned growth with species protection and to make more predictable and certain that future
development will comply with endangered species regulations?

Could the potential alternative provide a means to implement covered activities in a manner
that complies with applicable state and federal laws such as the CWA and fish and wildlife
protection laws, including ESA and CESA (through the NCCPA?

Could the potential alternative coordinate and standardize mitigation and compensation
requirements of ESA, CESA (through the NCCPA), NEPA, CEQA, the CWA, and other applicable
laws and regulations related to biological and natural resources within the Plan Area so that
public and private actions will be governed equally and consistently, thus reducing delays,
expenses, and regulatory duplication?

Could the potential alternative support issuance of a MSAA from CDFW under Section 1602 of
the California Fish and Game Code, a regional general wetlands permit (e.g., RGP) from USACE
under Section 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, and/or a regional
water quality certification by the Central Valley Water Board under Section 401 of the CWA?

Under the principles of both CEQA and NEPA, for an alternative to be advanced to the next tier of
screening, the answer to most or all of these questions had to be possibly or unknown. If the answers
to most of the questions were not likely, the potential alternative was rejected.

Second Tier Screening Criteria

Potential alternatives that advanced to the second tier of screening were evaluated under CEQA
using the following question.

Would the potential alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
environmental effects of the proposed project?

Butte Regional Conservation Plan
Public Draft EIS/EIR

May 2015
ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments Proposed Action and Alternatives

Similarly, potential alternatives that advanced to the second tier of screening were evaluated under
NEPA using the following question.

e Would the potential alternative address one or more significant issues related to the proposed
action?

If the answer to the first question under CEQA was possibly or unknown, the potential alternative
was carried forward for third tier screening. If the answer under CEQA was possibly or unknown, and
the answer under NEPA was no, then the potential alternative was also considered under
subsequent screening. If the answers to both questions were no or not likely, then the potential
alternative was rejected.

Third Tier Screening Criteria

The third-tier criteria focus on CEQA’s concept of feasibility and NEPA'’s principle of reasonableness.
Under CEQA, alternatives evaluated in an EIR should be feasible. CEQA defines feasible as capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Under NEPA, an EIS must
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. Reasonable alternatives
include those that are practical or feasible from a technical or economic standpoint. Under both
NEPA and CEQA, potential alternatives can be developed using economic considerations, social
factors, legal feasibility under species protection laws, and technical factors to inform the general
concepts of feasibility under CEQA and reasonableness under NEPA. The CWA 404(b)(1) analysis
must consider similar issues to those under CEQA and NEPA. These include costs, logistics, existing
technology, and overall purpose.

In addition to these CEQA and NEPA considerations, direct impacts on waters of the United States
and direct impacts on special aquatic sites must be evaluated under the CWA and USACE must
consider; the third-tier criteria includes the following issues.

e Would the marginal costs of the potential alternative, as compared to the cost with the proposed
action, be so substantial that a reasonably prudent public agency would not proceed with the
alternative?

e Would the marginal costs of the potential alternative, as compared with the cost of the proposed
action, be so substantial that it would be impractical to proceed with the alternative?

e Would the potential alternative take so long to implement, as compared with the proposed
action, that it would not meet the project purpose or objectives within an acceptable time
frame?

e Would the potential alternative require technology or physical components that are clearly
technically infeasible based on currently available science and engineering for the scope of the
potential alternative?

e Would construction, operation, and/or maintenance of the potential alternative violate any
federal or state statutes or regulations?

e Would the potential alternative involve an outcome that is clearly undesirable from a policy
standpoint in that the outcome could not reflect a reasonable balancing of relevant economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors?
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e Would the potential alternative involve a potential increase in direct impacts on waters of the
United States?

e Would the potential alternative involve a potential increase in direct impacts on special aquatic
sites?

If the answers to all these questions were not likely or unknown, the potential alternative is
considered in this EIS/EIR. If the answers to any of these questions were likely or yes, the potential
alternative failed the third tier screening and, consequently, is not considered in detail in this
EIS/EIR.

2.2 Alternatives Eliminated

This section describes the alternatives eliminated from further analysis in this EIS/EIR as they did
not satisfy the three-tiered screening process described above. Brief descriptions of the alternatives
screened and the primary reason for eliminating the alternatives from consideration are provided
below. Appendix B presents three tables that provide additional information regarding the
alternative elimination process.

2.2.1 Reduction in Covered Species

Under this alternative, the HCP/NCCP would only include species currently listed as threatened or
endangered under ESA or CESA, a reduction to 19 covered species from the 40 covered species
proposed in the BRCP. As a result, it is expected that the type and amount of conservation lands
would be reduced. The type and number of covered activities as described in the BRCP would
remain the same under this alternative.

This alternative was rejected during second tier screening primarily because maintaining covered
activities identified in many of the Local Agencies’ general plans could result in significant
environmental effects on species of special status or concern (which would not be protected under
this alternative). These effects would not be offset by the conservation strategy or conservation
lands established because they would not include these types of species. Therefore, it is not
expected this potential alternative would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
environmental effects of the proposed action.

2.2.2 Reduction in Permit Area

Permit conditions under this alternative would only include those covered activities in the Plan Area
that occur within County jurisdiction, outside of the spheres of influence (SOIs) of the Cities in the
county. Conservation measures and the conservation strategy would be limited to areas within the
jurisdiction of the County outside of the Cities’ SOIs and would not include lands or resources within
the Cities’ SOIs. Therefore, the Cities would not be Permit Applicants.

This alternative was rejected during first tier screening primarily because it would not include the
Cities’ covered activities; therefore, it would not provide long-term conservation and management
while allowing for land uses and continued growth under the Cities’ general plans. Furthermore,
Cities would be required to process permits on a project-by-project basis. Therefore, any mitigation
to conserve habitat that might occur as a result of individual projects would not be integrated with
the county efforts. This would not make the process more predictable for future development in the
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cities. It could also create confusion for water and irrigation districts whose service areas are
located in both the cities and the county.

2.2.3 Increase in Permit Area

The Plan Area under this alternative would be expanded to apply to all of Butte County. Specifically,
it would extend the Permit Area to the east, which goes upslope to elevations over 7,000 feet. In
addition to an increase in the unincorporated lands covered under this alternative, it would include
the Town of Paradise and conservation of some of the natural communities within and around the
town. This alternative would include the same permit conditions for covered activities and same
conservation measures and conservation strategy as the BRCP, in addition to a larger conservation
strategy that would be applied to all of Butte County. The increased Plan Area would include habitat
types not included in the BRCP. Under this alternative, up to six additional wildlife species could be
covered and up to seven additional plant species, for a total of 53 potentially covered species.

This alternative was rejected during third tier screening primarily because the expanded Plan Area
would bring in numerous additional natural communities, habitats, covered species, and land uses
that would add substantial time and costs to the development of the BRCP. Participating
jurisdictions are also likely to perceive the costs and delays to be unacceptable and not proceed with
the alternative. Therefore, marginal costs compared to those of the proposed action are expected to
be substantial such that it would be impractical to proceed with this potential alternative.

2.2.4 Habitat Conservation Plan/2081 Conservation Plan

This alternative would include the same covered activities (i.e., level of development) as the BRCP
but the conservation strategy would only identify lands needed for mitigation to satisfy ESA and
CESA (i.e.,an HCP/2081, not an HCP/NCCP). As a result, the amount of land conserved would be
reduced by up to two thirds of the land conserved by the BRCP.

This alternative was rejected during first tier screening primarily because the HCP/2081 would not
provide the same level of permit streamlining for ESA compliance because fewer species would be
listed in this type of plan (10 instead of 40). Also, effects on the non-listed species would be handled
outside of the HCP/2081 process, thus resulting in a non-streamlined permitting process.
Furthermore, a reduction of listed species under the HCP/2081, while maintaining the covered
activities identified in many of the Local Agencies’ general plans, could result in significant
environmental effects on listed species that are not covered. These effects would not necessarily be
offset by the conservation strategy or conservation lands established because the amount of
conservation would be less as the HCP/2081 would be required to mitigate impacts on covered
species but not contribute to species recovery.

2.2.5 No Programmatic General Permit or Letter of
Permission Issued by USACE

This alternative would include the permit conditions and conservation strategy of the BRCP without
the issuance of a Programmatic General Permit (PGP) or letter of permission (LOP) (as was under
consideration at the time of alternatives screening) by USACE. Therefore, under this alternative, the
effects of covered activities on waters of the United States, including wetlands, would be evaluated
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on a project-by-project basis using existing permitting mechanisms (i.e., Nationwide Permit
Program, Sacramento District’s Minor Impact Letter of Permission, and standard permit process).

This alternative was rejected during first tier screening primarily because effects on waters of the
United States, including wetlands, would be considered on a project-by-project basis. Therefore, any
attempt to conserve habitat that might occur as a result of individual projects would not be
integrated into the habitat conservation that occurs within the county and would not make the
process more predictable for future development in the cities. Furthermore, because effects on
waters of the United States, including wetlands, would be considered on a project-by-project basis,
coordination and standardization for mitigation and compensation requirements would not occur
between applicable laws (i.e., ESA, CESA, NEPA, CEQA, and the CWA).

2.2.6 No Fill/No PGP Alternative

Under this alternative, development consistent with Local Agencies’ general plans would proceed
but would be required to avoid the placement of any dredged or fill material into wetlands or other
waters of the United States. USACE would not issue any permits (such as the PGP that was under
consideration at the time of alternatives screening) that would affect waters or wetlands associated
with covered activities under the BRCP. Therefore, development would be limited to upland
locations and exempt activities under the CWA. In addition, this alternative would not include
conservation measures that could potentially affect waters or wetlands.

This alternative was rejected during the first tier screening as it would not allow for compatible
future land uses and development under the Local Agencies’ general plans within the Plan Area and
the RTP because USACE would not permit implementation of the general plans within the Plan Area
that would affect waters of the United States. In addition, avoiding all jurisdictional waters, including
wetlands, would be logistically and cost prohibitive. It would not govern public and private actions
equally or consistently because the action would likely need to be modified depending on the type
and extent of jurisdictional waters, including wetlands. This would ultimately be expected to result
in delays and expenses.

2.3 Alternatives Carried Forward

The alternatives screening process described in Section 2.1.3 resulted in four alternatives to be
further analyzed in the EIS/EIR. These alternatives are: Alternative 1—the No Action (No Plan
Implementation); Alternative 2—Proposed Action; Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced
Fill; and Alternative 4—Greater Conservation.

2.3.1 Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

This EIS/EIR includes an analysis of a no action alternative/no project alternative in accordance
with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA, respectively. In this document, the no action/no project
alternative is referred to as the No Action Alternative. The analysis of this alternative allows decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving or of not approving the proposed action.
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Geographic Area

The geographic area for the No Action Alternative is the same as the Plan Area, as described in
Chapter 1, Section 1.1.2, Plan Area Boundary.

Description

Under the No Action Alternative, permits would not be issued by USFWS, NMFS, or CDFW for
incidental take of the proposed covered species through a regional HCP or NCCP. As a result, Permit
Applicants and the private developers within their jurisdictions would remain subject to the take
prohibition for federally listed species under ESA and state-listed species under CESA. The Permit
Applicants and others that have ongoing activities or future actions in the Plan Area that may result
in the incidental take of federally listed species would need to apply, on a project-by-project basis,
for incidental take authorization from either USFWS or NMFS through ESA Section 7 (when a federal
agency is involved) or Section 10 (for nonfederal actions). Similarly, Permit Applicants and others
whose ongoing activities or future actions have the potential for incidental take of state-listed
species in the Plan Area would apply for incidental take authorization under CESA through a Section
2081(b) permit. In addition, regional wetland permits would not be issued by USACE and, as a
result, Permit Applicants and private developers within their jurisdictions would remain subject to
the federal wetland regulations for any ongoing activities or future actions.

For this analysis, the No Action Alternative assumes the continuation of existing plans, policies, and
operations. Based on this assumption, the No Action Alternative incorporates programs adopted
during the early stages of development of this EIS/EIR, facilities that are permitted or under
construction during the early stages of development of this EIS/EIR, and projects that are permitted
or are assumed to be constructed by 2035, which encompasses the planning horizon for many of the
general plans and the RTP in the Plan Area.

Under the No Action Alternative, because the Permit Applicants and private developers would
generate environmental documentation and apply for permits on a project-by-project basis, there
would be no comprehensive means to coordinate and standardize mitigation and compensation
requirements of ESA, NCCPA, CEQA, NEPA, and the CWA within the Plan Area. This is anticipated to
result in a more costly, less equitable, less efficient project review process that would reap fewer
conservation benefits. Conservation planning and implementation would not happen at a regional
scale and, therefore, would not establish an efficient and effective system of conservation lands to
meet the needs of the species covered by the BRCP. In addition, it is not expected to integrate
species conservation into the existing agricultural working landscape and would allow for
compatible multiple uses within specific areas important for habitat conservation. Therefore, the No
Action Alternative would not streamline the permitting process or provide local control of the
endangered species process. It is not expected to provide species with the benefits of a
comprehensive system of conservation lands that would be provided through a coordinated effort to
minimize biological impacts throughout the Plan Area.

Typical Activities

Under the No Action Alternative, various types of activities would continue in the Plan Area
consistent with current regulatory practices. While regulatory practices are likely to change over the
next 50 years, assumptions about future changes to existing regulations (or new regulations) are too
speculative. Therefore, it is assumed future regulations would be consistent with existing
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regulations. The various types of activities assumed to occur under the No Action Alternative are
described below.

e Urban development, including roadway projects, would continue to occur pursuant to the
approved general plans of the Local Agencies and the regional plan(s) of BCAG. Urban
development would occur within the Urban Permit Areas (UPAs), described in the BRCP as
those mapped locations in the Plan Area within which the Local Agencies anticipate urban
development will occur under their respective general plans. In addition to residential,
commercial, and industrial development, this would also include the construction, maintenance,
and use of urban infrastructure (e.g., roads, utilities), parks and recreational facilities, public
services, and similar types of urban land uses.

e Public infrastructure projects within and over streams (e.g., replacement or new construction of
bridges) would continue to be constructed under the No Action Alternative.

e Infrastructure projects outside of urban areas would continue to be constructed under the No
Action Alternative. Such rural capital projects would include infrastructure such as rural
transportation projects and new recreational facilities.

e Infrastructure projects outside urban areas would continue to be operated and maintained
under the No Action Alternative. This would include activities such as utility line and facility
operations and maintenance, vegetation and invasive species management, and road
maintenance.

These typical activities would require consideration of environmental effects on a project-by-project
basis. However, these projects would lack a comprehensive and streamlined mechanism for ESA and
CESA compliance through the regional conservation plan. Therefore, in many cases, these activities
would be subject to individual project review under ESA and CESA, which would restrict the
activities based on the needs of federally and state-listed species. As previously discussed, these
individual regulatory reviews and permit application processes would take considerably longer and
would likely be more costly than the comprehensive and streamlined endangered species
compliance process proposed in the BRCP.

Typical Species Considered

As described above for the No Action Alternative, compliance with ESA and CESA would continue to
be addressed on a project-by-project basis. Projects and activities with a potential to take state-
listed species would be required to comply with CESA by applying to CDFW for a 2081(b) ITP.
Permit Applicants or private developers within their jurisdictions would be required to prepare the
appropriate environmental documents and to comply with any mitigation requirements as
identified as part of the project-specific environmental review, as well as any applicable policies
contained in the Local Agencies’ general plans.

Conservation of species and their habitats through mitigation and compensation under the existing
regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation that is geographically
fragmented and managed in a piecemeal fashion. It would be unviable to conserve essential
ecological processes under the No Action Alternative because there would not be a coordinated
system of conservation areas, and the ability to provide linkages through project-by-project
mitigation over time may be precluded by continued development. There would be no mechanism to
comprehensively provide for species recovery. In addition, there would be no comprehensive
adaptive management and monitoring program to ensure successful conservation at a landscape
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scale. Furthermore, project-by-project permit applications would likely be limited to federally and
state-listed species, reducing the number of species that would benefit from conservation actions. Of
the 40 species proposed for coverage in the BRCP, 20 are either state- or federally listed as
threatened, endangered, or rare. Therefore, the project-by-project mitigation approach under the No
Action Alternative would greatly reduce conservation benefits for the remaining 20 nonlisted
species.

Typical Species Mitigation

As aresult of federal and state consultation for impacts on listed species and project-by-project
CEQA and NEPA review for impacts on biological resources, various types of mitigation measures
are expected to be required under the No Action Alternative. These types of mitigation measures are
listed below.

e Avoidance and minimization measures (AMMs) incorporating generally accepted species-
specific protocols and/or project-specific measures as negotiated with various wildlife agencies.
This could include preservation and management of onsite habitat. Other avoidance and
minimization requirements could include preconstruction surveys, construction timing
restrictions, setback requirements, use restrictions, or other similar measures.

e Restoration and/or enhancement of onsite habitat.

e Compensatory mitigation in offsite areas. Such mitigation could include purchasing credits at a
private conservation bank; purchasing and restoring large areas of habitat and using those areas
to mitigate various project impacts in much the same way that a mitigation bank functions; and
purchasing and restoring habitat to mitigate individual project impacts.

Mitigation associated with individual project compliance under the No Project Alternative is
expected to result in less conservation and to benefit fewer species than would the regional
conservation approach under the BRCP.

2.3.2 Alternative 2—Proposed Action

This alternative consists of issuance of ITPs by USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW; approval and execution of
the Implementing Agreement (IA) for the BRCP; and implementation of the BRCP by the Permit
Applicants. The BRCP is a regional, comprehensive plan that establishes a framework for complying
with state and federal endangered species regulations for the Permit Applicants while
accommodating compatible future land use and development under the general plan updates of the
Local Agencies and the RTP. The BRCP is intended to establish and implement a program to
conserve ecologically important resources in the Plan Area. The Permit Applicants preparing this
plan are listed below.

e Butte County
e C(City of Oroville
e (ity of Chico

e C(ity of Biggs

e City of Gridley

e Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG)
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e California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
e Western Canal Water Districts

e Biggs-West Gridley Water District

e Butte Water District

e Richvale Irrigation District

The BRCP identifies a range of covered activities (discussed below), which are specific projects and
activities within the jurisdictions listed above in the Plan Area that may result in the take of listed
species or species that may become listed during the 50-year permit term (covered species). These
activities and projects are considered when assessing the total amount of take of covered species
that would be expected in the Plan Area and in developing the overall BRCP conservation strategy. A
summary of the proposed action is presented below, describing the Plan Area, the covered activities,
the covered species, the proposed conservation strategy, and the aquatic resources plan. For more
details on all of these topics, see the BRCP.

Plan Area

The Permit Area for the proposed action is the Plan Area, as described in Chapter 1, Section 1.1.2,
Plan Area Boundary. It encompasses 564,219 acres in western Butte County (Figure 1-1). The Plan
Area encompasses the western lowlands and foothills of Butte County and is bounded on the west
by Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa Counties; on the south by Sutter and Yuba Counties; and on the north
by Tehama County. On the east, the Plan Area is defined by the upper extent of landscape dominated
by oak woodland natural communities. The elevation below which land cover types dominated by
oak trees comprise more than one-half of the land cover present (referred to hereafter as the oak
zone), plus a small portion of the City of Chico that extends above the oak zone, marks the oak
woodland boundary.

Although the Plan Area includes portions of the Sacramento River within Butte County, the BRCP
does not address activities conducted by Permit Applicants and non-Permit Applicants that could
affect listed fish species in the Sacramento River. The Sacramento River floodplain in Butte County is
included in the BRCP for implementing conservation measures for covered species and natural
communities. There are 11 watersheds in the Plan Area: Red Bluff, Butte Basin, Upper Dry Creek,
Below Oroville Reservoir, Sutter Bypass, Lower Feather River, South Honcut Creek, Upper Big Chico
Creek, Upper Little Chico Creek, Upper Butte Creek, and Bloomer Hill.

There are four major geographic categories in the Plan Area: Urban Permit Areas (UPAs); areas
outside UPAs; areas within irrigation and water districts; and areas within conservation lands. UPAs
are those mapped locations in the Plan Area within which the Cities and County anticipate
concentrated urban and infrastructure development under their respective general plan updates.
There are 15 UPAs within the Plan Area (shown in Figure 2-1). The BRCP simplifies the extensive
land use categories of each local agency into six major categories: agricultural, commercial,
industrial, public, residential, and resource management (Figure 2-2). The Plan Area is dominated
by agricultural land use practices with irrigated agriculture accounting for 250,587 acres, or 44%, of
the total Plan Area. Rice and orchards (mostly almonds and walnuts) dominate the irrigated
agricultural land use. There are also six Conservation Acquisition Areas (CAZs) within the Plan Area
(Figure 2-1). The CAZs include lands that can be acquired to support the conservation strategy
(detailed in the Section 2.3.2, Alternative 2—Proposed Action, of this chapter).

Butte Regional Conservation Plan 2-13 May 2015
Public Draft EIS/EIR ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments Proposed Action and Alternatives

Covered Activities

Covered activities include those existing, planned, and proposed land uses over which the Permit
Applicants have land use authority; state and local transportation projects; operation of water
delivery systems (e.g., Western Canal Water District [WCWD] canals and similar delivery systems);
habitat restoration, enhancement, and management actions; and adaptive management and
monitoring activities. The covered activities include the construction and maintenance of facilities
and infrastructure, both public and private, which are consistent with local general plans,
transportation plans, and local, state, and federal laws. The covered activities are divided into
activities that result in permanent development and activities involving maintenance measures that
take place periodically over the duration of the permit term. The types of covered activities within
the Plan Area for which ITP coverage is requested from USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW in compliance
with ESA and the NCCPA are summarized below by the four major geographic categories (i.e., within
the UPAs, outside the UPAs, areas within irrigation and water districts; and areas within
conservation lands).

Covered Activities within UPAs

Covered activities implemented in the 15 Plan Area UPAs include all new public and private sector
construction, improvements to existing facilities, and maintenance of existing and new facilities
consistent with the Local Agencies’ general plans and local, state, and federal laws. The intent of the
BRCP is to cover all land use designations from all Local Agencies’ general plans that could affect
covered species. Therefore, the UPAs encompass all such land use designations from the Local
Agencies’ general plans.! Additional details regarding descriptions of the covered activities are in
Chapter 2 and Tables 4-1 and 4-2 of the BRCP.

Permanent Development Projects within UPAs

Permanent development projects within the UPAs that would be covered activities under the BRCP
include new construction and improvements, expansions to existing facilities, and other urban-
related projects. The list below summarizes the potential permanent development projects within
the 15 UPAs. Additional details regarding descriptions of these covered activities are in Chapter 2
and Tables 4-1 and 4-2 of the BRCP.

e Residential, Commercial, Public, or Industrial Facilities. Covered new development projects
would include any new construction, expansion, and repair/restoration of residential,
commercial, public, or industrial facilities. This category also includes the construction of new
appurtenant structures such as roads, sidewalks, utilities, and sewer lines. The projects in this
category are primarily those undertaken by the Local Agencies.

e Recreation Facilities. Covered recreation facility development projects include construction of
trails and associated pedestrian/bike bridges, interpretive trails, new parks, playgrounds, sports
complexes, golf courses, ball fields, bike paths, restrooms, racetracks, campgrounds, equestrian
facilities, whitewater parks, and recreational facilities associated with education and
interpretation. This category also includes appurtenant infrastructure such as utilities and
pipelines (sewer/water) for education and interpretation recreational infrastructure.
Recreation facility development projects that may require actions in stream channels include

1 Except for several isolated parcels designated by the County as Agricultural Services, which occur outside UPAs
(see the Covered Activities outside UPAs section below).
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the construction of new or replacement pedestrian bridges. The projects in this category
primarily include those undertaken by Local Agencies.

e Transportation Facilities. Covered transportation facility development projects include
construction of new roadways and bridges and associated infrastructure; road and bridge
widening and capacity improvements; freeway interchange improvements; roadway safety
improvements; bike lane and bike path projects; park-and-ride lots; transit facilities (e.g., transit
stops, shelters, signs, transit centers, transit maintenance yards, transit vehicle refueling
stations); rail and light rail facilities; and airport expansions. Construction of these facilities
could include activities such as grading, excavation, and placement of fill material. Covered
transportation projects that require implementing actions in waterways include constructing
new or replacing existing bridges and their associated infrastructure. Projects in this category
include those undertaken by Caltrans, BCAG, and the Local Agencies.

e Pipeline Facilities. Covered pipeline facility development projects include all activities
associated with accessing, surveying, excavating, trenching, and constructing underground
pipeline infrastructure; backfilling and compaction and any windrowing or storage of
overburden material; and restoration of the construction site. Examples of new pipeline
construction covered activities include underground mainline water and sewer lines. At-stream
crossings, new pipelines are expected to be bored under or placed above stream channels and
thus are not expected to require activities within stream channels. Projects in this category are
primarily those undertaken primarily by the Local Agencies, BCAG, and water districts.

e Utility Service Facilities. Covered utility services facility projects include activities associated
with construction and installation of electrical utilities (e.g., above- and belowground electrical
transmission lines), telecommunication lines, and natural gas transmission lines (e.g.,
underground mainlines). New utility lines are expected to be bored under or placed above
stream channels and thus are not expected to require activities within stream channels. Projects
in this category primarily include those undertaken by the Local Agencies.

e Waste Management Facilities. Covered waste management facility development projects
include construction and expansion of waste management facilities, including landfills, recycling
centers, and recycling facilities. These covered activities are associated with development of the
Neal Road Recycling and Waste Facility UPA, including a planned landfill expansion project that
would expand the Neal Road Recycling and Waste Facility in the town of Paradise. The projects
in this category primarily include those undertaken by the Local Agencies.

e Wastewater Management Facilities. Covered wastewater management facility development
projects include construction or expansion of wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs),
temporary WWTPs, pretreatment wastewater facilities, water recycling facilities, and pump
stations. They also include construction and installation of force mains, effluent lines, sewer
lines, discharge lines, reclamation lines, and mainlines, and all appurtenant infrastructure. These
covered activities are associated with but are not limited to the Chico, Gridley, Biggs, and
Oroville wastewater management facilities. With the exception of culverts placed in small
intermittent drainages along roads within the project footprint of new facilities, activities
associated with the construction of waste and wastewater management facility projects are not
expected to include development of in-water structures. Projects in this category primarily
include those undertaken by the Local Agencies or water and irrigation districts.
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Flood Control and Stormwater Management Facilities. Covered flood control and
stormwater management facility development projects include the construction of new
channels, levees/dikes, flood walls, retention/detention basins, stormwater channel lining, and
water quality control facilities for mitigating stormwater runoff (e.g., sediment barriers, filters,
berms) to provide flood control and stormwater management. Covered activities associated
with the construction of flood control and stormwater management facility projects are not
expected to include development of in-water structures in natural channels. Projects in this
category primarily include those undertaken by the Local Agencies.

Maintenance Activities within UPAs

Maintenance activities involving existing and new facilities in the 15 UPAs are covered activities
under the BRCP. Covered maintenance activities are intended to be as inclusive as possible to
accommodate all ground-disturbing maintenance activities that are likely to occur within the UPAs
over the term of the BRCP. The list below summarizes the potential recurring maintenance activities
at certain facilities within the 15 UPAs. Additional details regarding descriptions of the covered
activities are in Chapter 2 and Tables 4-1 and 4-2 of the BRCP.

Recreation Facilities. Covered activities include maintenance of the recreational facilities
described in the Permanent Development Projects within UPAs section above. The maintenance
(e.g., silt, gravel, and debris removal) and operation of Sycamore Pool in Big Chico Creek and
maintenance of the associated bladder dam at Bidwell Park are also covered activities. The
bladder dam is raised annually from Memorial Day through Labor Day and lowered during
winter to allow gravel to clear the pool and to minimize impacts on migrating fish.

Transportation Facilities. Covered activities include rehabilitation and minor improvement
(i.e., within the footprint of existing roadways and facilities) of transportation facilities (e.g.,
bridges, highways). Covered activities include: patching, striping, guardrail and shoulder repair;
cleaning of curbs, gutters, ditches, and sidewalks; grading and mowing of existing roadways and
shoulders; bridge and culvert repair; and erosion and dust control. Recurring maintenance of
bridges and associated drainage structures includes in-stream operation of equipment to repair
and prevent scour of the streambed beneath and adjacent to bridge structures; debris and
woody debris removal from bridge piers and pilings; vegetation management beneath and
adjacent to bridge structures; and erosion/sediment control for bridges and drainage
infrastructure beneath and adjacent to bridge structures.

Pipeline Facilities. Covered activities include all maintenance activities associated with the
monitoring, accessing, surveying, excavation/trenching, and installation or replacement of
underground pipeline infrastructure. These covered activities are not expected to include in-
water maintenance activities.

Utility Service Facilities. Covered activities include the maintenance of utilities described in
Permanent Development Projects within UPAs section above. Maintenance activities include
surveying, excavation and trenching, replacement of above- and below ground infrastructure,
storage of overburden material, and restoration of disturbed ground at maintenance sites. These
covered activities are not expected to include in-water maintenance activities.
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e Waste and Wastewater Facilities. Covered activities include maintenance of landfills and
recycling stations; existing, temporary, or new WWTPs and water recycling facilities; force
mains and effluent, sewer, discharge, and reclamation lines; pump stations; and sewerage
ponds. These covered activities are associated with, but not limited to, all such activities at the
Chico, Gridley, Biggs, and Oroville wastewater management facilities and the Neal Road
Recycling and Waste Facility. These covered activities are not expected to include in-water
maintenance activities.

e Flood Control and Stormwater Management Facilities. Covered activities include
maintenance activities on channels, levees, dikes, and retention/detention basins; removal of
vegetation and debris from flood control and stormwater management facilities; repair and
installation of replacement of these facilities (e.g., culverts, stormwater conveyance facilities,
local detention/retention facilities); maintenance of water retention facilities; floodplain
enhancement; ditch cleaning; culvert replacements; and vegetation control. Recurring
maintenance to remove vegetation and debris from streambeds, channels, ponds, flood control
facilities, retention basins, and detention basins includes: the in-water operation of equipment
to perform the maintenance of levees, ditches, canals, drains, and retention or sewerage ponds
in different County Service Areas within the UPAs. Vegetation removal and maintenance of
stormwater conveyance canals occurs annually and requires the in-water operation of
equipment to mechanically remove emergent and aquatic vegetation and to trim trees in
channels and canals that transport stormwater runoff from urban areas throughout portions of
Chico and other Local Agency jurisdictions.

e Vegetation Management. Covered activities include vegetation clearing for fire control/fuel
breaks and the trimming and removal of trees, if necessary, to maintain infrastructure and other
facilities that are not associated with transportation facility maintenance and flood control and
stormwater management maintenance.

Covered Activities outside UPAs

Covered activities implemented within the Plan Area but outside the UPAs include development
projects and maintenance activities, primarily of linear infrastructure projects that cross
undeveloped lands between urban areas. As described in this section, this category includes covered
activities such as utilities, transportation construction and maintenance projects, and agricultural
services; it does not include areas that would become part of the BRCP conservation land system.
Additional details regarding descriptions of the covered activities are in Chapter 2 and Tables 4-1
and 4-2 of the BRCP.
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Permanent Development Projects outside UPAs

Permanent development projects outside the UPAs that would be covered activities under the BRCP
would include new construction and improvements, expansions to existing facilities, and other
urban-related projects. The list below summarizes the potential development projects at certain
facilities outside the 15 UPAs. Additional details regarding descriptions of the covered activities are
in Chapter 2 and Tables 4-1 and 4-2 of the BRCP.

e Wastewater Management Facilities. Covered projects include force main and effluent line
construction, discharge and reclamation line installation, and trunk sewer line construction.
These activities could include up to 5 miles of new trunk sewer line associated with the Chico
WWTP and up to 3 miles of new mainline from Gridley to the Gridley WWTP. The new trunk
sewer line and new mainline are assumed to include a 100-foot-wide right-of-way (ROW). These
projects are not expected to include development of in-water structures as facilities are
expected to be bored under or placed above stream channels and thus are not expected to
require activities within stream channels.

e Transportation Facilities. Covered projects outside the UPAs include construction of new
roads and bridges; widening and capacity improvements on existing roads and bridges;
construction of new roadside parking and viewing facilities, transit facilities, and rail facilities;
and safety improvements on existing transportation facilities. Such transportation projects for
which the specific location and type of project are currently known are described in Table 2-1.

e Agricultural Service Projects. Covered agricultural services? projects outside the UPAs include
construction of agriculture-related service facilities that are complementary to existing
agricultural uses, including industrial uses such as processing facilities, commercial uses such as
agricultural equipment sales, and technologies that use agricultural byproducts. The
construction of alternative energy facilities (e.g., solar panel arrays, biofuel facilities, wind
turbine towers) is also included in the agricultural services category as a covered activity;
however, the operation of wind turbines/wind energy facilities is not a covered activity. Figure
2-3 shows locations of individual areas within the Plan Area designated by the Butte County
General Plan as agricultural services and that are covered activities under the BRCP. The
development footprint for all agricultural services covered activities is assumed to be the entire
parcel.

2 Agricultural Services is a land use designation identified in the Butte County General Plan that occurs only on
single, isolated parcels that are primarily surrounded by agricultural land. Because this land use designation was
only applied to individual isolated parcels, they were deemed too small and isolated to be designated as UPAs.
Alternatively, they are being included as a covered activity outside the UPAs and represent the only land
development activity that is covered under the BRCP outside the UPAs.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-1. Covered Transportation Projects outside UPAs

Activity

Location/Road

Description

BCAG and Caltrans

Improve
Corridor
Passing Lanes

Intersection
Improvements

SR70

SR 99

Covered activities would include corridor passing lane
projects involving four segments that would produce a 5-
lane facility (four lanes with a center turn lane). Width of
new road ROW is assumed to be 150 feet requiring four 20-
acre borrow sites within 1 mile of the project site.

Covered activities would include intersection
improvements and traffic capacity enhancements.

Butte County

Rural Bridge
Replacement

New Bridge
Construction

Rural
Intersection
Improvements

Rural Roadway
Improvements

Entire BRCP Plan Area

Ord Ferry Road and Mud
Creek

SR 99 at Township Road

Pentz Road at Durham-Pentz
Road

Dayton Road at Durham
Dayton Hwy

Dayton Road at Hegan Lane
East Gridley Road at Larkin
Road

Southgate Avenue

La Porte Road

East Gridley Road
Oroville-Bangor Highway
Oroville-Chico Highway
Neal Road

Los Verjeles Road

Eaton Road

Covered activities include replacement of up to 87 bridges
(Figure 2-3). It is likely that only a portion of the 87 bridges
would be replaced during the 50-year term of the BRCP
because of a current lack of available funding for bridge
replacement projects. If additional bridge replacement
projects that are not included in Figure 2-3 are identified
during BRCP implementation, they would also be covered
activities, as long as the 87-bridge limit is not exceeded and
the bridge replacement projects are similar in size and
scope.

Covered activities include construction of new bridges
along Ord Ferry Road at “the dips” and a new bridge across
Mud Creek. Each of the new bridges is assumed to require a
2-acre construction footprint, including a 1-acre staging
area. The footprint area, within which equipment would be
operated in stream channels for replacement of bridges
across water courses, is assumed to encompass 0.26 acre of
channel bed below the centerline of each bridge. Each new
bridge is assumed to remove 100 feet of channel bank
habitat along each side of the channel associated with
placement of bridge revetment material.

Covered activities include installation of traffic signals and
widening of the roadway to accommodate the creation
and/or extension of intersection turn lanes and through
lanes as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities (e.g., bike
lanes, crosswalks, islands). Each of the roadway
intersection improvement projects is assumed to require a
3-acre construction footprint, including a staging area.

Covered activities include projects to extend and widen
existing roads, improve their structural integrity, add bike
lanes, and other improvements. The width of project
ROWSs, within which all construction activity would occur,
is assumed to average 150 feet (the approximate length of
each road improvement is provided in each project
description). Project equipment staging areas would be
located within the 150-foot ROW work areas.
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Maintenance Activities outside UPAs

Maintenance activities outside the 15 UPAs involving existing and new facilities are covered
activities. These activities include the maintenance of wastewater management facilities and
transportation facilities, as well as flood control, stormwater, and vegetation management. The list
below summarizes the potential maintenance projects at certain facilities outside the 15 UPAs.
Additional details regarding descriptions of the covered activities are in Chapter 2 and Tables 4-1
and 4-2of the BRCP.

e Wastewater Management Facilities. Covered activities include the maintenance facilities
described in the Permanent Development Projects outside the UPAs section above. Activities
include accessing, surveying, excavating, trenching, removing or storing of overburden
materials, and replacement of force mains, effluent lines, trunk/sewer lines, discharge lines,
reclamation lines, and mainlines and all related appurtenant infrastructure. Approximately 4
miles of existing sewer force mainline east of Gridley and 3 additional miles of a new mainline
that would be built on a new alignment associated with the Gridley WWTP would be maintained
(Figure 2-3). All the existing wastewater treatment lines associated with the Chico WWTP
outside the UPAs (up to 7 miles in length), and an additional 5 miles of new line that would be
constructed over the term of the BRCP on a new alignment would be maintained (Figure 2-3).
Maintenance of these wastewater treatment lines is assumed to occur within a 100-foot ROW
extending 50 feet on each side of the centerlines

e Transportation Facilities. Covered activities include rehabilitation and minor improvement
(i.e., within the footprint of existing roadways and facilities) of existing roadways, bike paths,
roadside parking and viewing facilities,; transit facilities, rail and light rail facilities, airports,
charging stations for electric vehicles, and park-and-ride lots; and maintenance of bridge
structures and associated drainage. These covered activities include the in-stream operation of
equipment to repair bridges and remove debris, manage vegetation, and maintain
erosion/sediment control for bridges and drainage infrastructure beneath and adjacent to
existing bridge structures.

e Flood Control and Stormwater Management. Covered activities outside the UPAs are limited
to vegetation control on the top and outer side of levees (i.e., they do not include in-stream
maintenance or repair of levees) on the Sycamore-Mud Creek system. All other flood control
levee and canal maintenance activities within the Plan Area outside UPAs are conducted by
DWR. DWR is not a Permit Applicant and its activities are not covered under the BRCP.

e Vegetation Management. This is the same as described above for maintenance activities within
the UPAs.

Covered Activities within Water and Irrigation Districts

This section describes BRCP covered activities related to development and maintenance within the
WCWD, Biggs-West Gridley Water District, Butte Water District, and Richvale Irrigation District. All
these activities are covered under the BRCP for WCWD, Biggs-West Gridley Water District, Butte
Water District, and Richvale Irrigation District. Additional details regarding descriptions of the
covered activities are in Chapter 2 and Tables 4-1 and 4-2 of the BRCP.

e Permanent rerouting of up to 12 miles of existing canals (averaging 55 feet in width).
These facilities are operated by the water and irrigation districts over the term of the BRCP to
better meet water delivery objectives of the water and irrigation districts.
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Replacement of water delivery structures, such as underground pipe and concrete
supports. These projects are typically undertaken in already disturbed areas and typically
entail a disturbance area, including the construction zone, of approximately 20 feet by 30 feet
per project. Approximately 15 of these smaller projects may be completed per year in each
district (up to 60 total annually for four districts); they are typically carried out when the water
conveyance structures are dewatered (September-December; late January-early April).

Replacement of larger structures (e.g., large weirs). These projects would typically entail a
disturbance area, including the construction zone, of approximately 200 feet by 200 feet, all
within already disturbed areas. Typically one large project may be completed every 4-5 years
per district (i.e., four total projects every 4-5 years for four districts).

Mowing and trimming of vegetation along district service roads. These activities would be
conducted to maintain accessibility. Machinery would be used to maintain and repair the shape,
slope, and integrity of canals and canal beds.

Maintenance activities to remove aquatic vegetation from canals. These activities would be
conducted to maintain the canals. A portion of the canals is maintained annually, while other
portions are maintained less frequently. Habitat does not typically reestablish between
maintenance events. Typically, approximately 5 miles of WCWD canals are repaired and
resloped each year. Every 5 years, approximately 25 miles of WCWD canals are maintained, and
every 10 years, approximately 49 miles are maintained. Within the permit term, maintenance
activities would have been conducted at least once for all approximately 49 miles of WCWD
canals and ditches likely to be maintained.

Covered Activities within Conservation Lands

Activities that occur within the BRCP conservation lands would be covered by the BRCP. These
activities would be associated with implementing the conservation actions described in Chapter 5,
Conservation Strategy, of the BRCP and in Section 2.3.2, Alternative 2—Proposed Action, of this
chapter. These activities would include habitat and species surveys and monitoring, directed
studies, public education and access control facilities, as well as the following activities. Additional
details regarding descriptions of the covered activities are in Chapter 2 and Tables 4-1 and 4-2 of the
BRCP.

Habitat Management and Enhancement. These are actions necessary to maintain and
enhance the functions of BRCP conservation lands as habitat for covered and other native
species. Examples of habitat management and enhancement actions include vegetation
management and control of nonnative species using a variety of tools, such as livestock grazing,
controlled fire, manual labor, water management, and mechanical vegetation removal.

Habitat Restoration. These are actions necessary to restore natural communities and covered
species habitat. Examples of habitat restoration actions include ground surface grading and
recontouring, vegetation removal, installation of plantings, installation and operation of
irrigation systems, and other activities necessary to establish restored physical and biological
conditions that support native species habitats.

General Maintenance. These are actions necessary to maintain access roads, fences, and
fire/fuel breaks; travel through the preserve by foot, all-terrain vehicle, truck, or off-road
vehicle; and construction and maintenance of facilities needed to manage conservation lands,
including reserve field offices, maintenance sheds, carports, restrooms, service roads, bridges,
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fences, gates, wells, stock tanks, and stock ponds. All such structures would be constructed to
minimize impacts on covered species and vegetation communities.

e Avoidance and Minimization Measures. These are actions to avoid and minimize adverse
effects of conservation activities on natural communities and covered species (e.g.,
preconstruction surveys, capturing, and translocating covered species from construction sites).

e Species Population Enhancement. These are actions to benefit covered species’ populations
(e.g., seeding of native species; removal of riprap; replenishment of spawning gravels; and,
targeted control of introduced predators such as feral cats and dogs, pigs, nonnative fish, and

bullfrogs).

Some of these activities could require in-water operation of equipment or other activities that could
result in the disturbance of aquatic environments. Examples of in-water activities include removal of
vegetation from water conveyance ditches and ponds to maintain capacity, resculpting of channel
banks to restore and enhance aquatic and riparian habitat conditions, removal of riprap, placement
of spawning gravels and modification diversions, in-stream monitoring and research activities,
maintenance of stream crossings, control of nonnative aquatic species, and capture and
translocation of covered amphibian species. In addition, ongoing land uses and activities (e.g.,
agricultural and grazing practices, infrastructure maintenance activities, use of public roads) as
approved in BRCP Conservation Lands Management Plans and BRCP conservation easements are
covered activities. These allowable uses are described in Section 8.8 of the BRCP.

Covered Species

Covered species are species that would be authorized for take and conserved and protected by the
BRCP. The BRCP proposes 38 special-status species for coverage under the ITPs (Table 2-2).

Table 2-2. Species Proposed for Coverage under the BRCP

Status?
(Federal/State/

Common Name Scientific Name CNPS)

Birds

1 Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor -/SSC/-

2 Yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens -/SSC/-

3 Bank swallow Riparia riparia -/T/-

4 Western burrowing owl Athene cunicularia hypugea -/SSC/-

5 Western yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus occidentalis C/E/-

6 Greater sandhill crane Grus canadensis tabida -/T,FP/-

7 California black rail Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus -/T,FP/-

8 American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus anatum D/D,FP/-

9 Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni -/T/-

10 White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus -/FP/-

11 Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus D/EFP/-

Reptiles

12 Giant garter snake Thamnophis gigas T/T/-

13 Blainville’s horned lizard Phrynosoma blainvilliib -/SSC/-

14 Western pond turtle Actinemys marmorata -/SSC/-

Buttfz Regional Conservation Plan 222 May 2015

Public Draft EIS/EIR ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments

Proposed Action and Alternatives

Status?
(Federal/State/

Common Name Scientific Name CNPS)
Amphibians
15 Foothill yellow-legged frog Rana boylii -/SSC/-
16 Western spadefoot Spea hammondii -/SSC/-
Fish
17 Central Valley steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss T/-/-
18 Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha T/T/-
19 Central Valley fall-/late fall-run Chinook salmon  Oncorhynchus tshawytscha -/SSC/-
20 Green sturgeon Acipenser medirostris T/SSC/-
Invertebrates
21 Valley elderberry longhorn beetlec Desmocerus californicus dimorphus T/-/-
22 Vernal pool tadpole shrimp Lepidurus packardi E/-/-
23 Conservancy fairy shrimp Branchinecta conservatio E/-/-
24 Vernal pool fairy shrimp Branchinecta lynchi T/-/-
Plants
25 Ferris’ milkvetch Astragalus tener var. ferrisiae -/-/1B
26 Lesser saltscale Atriplex minuscula -/-/1B
27 Hoover’s spurge Chamaesyce hooveri T/-/1B
28 Ahart’s dwarf rush Juncus leiospermus var. ahartii -/-/1B
29 Red Bluff dwarf rush Juncus leiospermus var. leiospermus ~ -/-/1B
30 Butte County meadowfoam Limnanthes floccosa ssp. californica  E/E/1B
31 Veiny Monardella Monardella douglasii ssp. venosa -/-/1B
32 Hairy Orcutt grass Orcuttia pilosa E/E/1B
33 Slender Orcutt grass Orcuttia tenuis T/E/1B
34 Ahart’s paronychia Paronychia ahartii -/-/1B
35 California beaked-rush Rhynchospora californica -/-/1B
36 Butte County checkerbloom Sidalcea robusta -/-/1B
37 Butte County golden clover Trifolium jokerstii -/-/1B
38 Greene’s tuctoria Tuctoria greenei E/R/1B
a Status:

Federal

E = Listed as endangered under ESA.

T = Listed as threatened under ESA.

C = Candidate for listing under ESA.

D = Delisted under ESA.

State

E = Listed as endangered under CESA.

T = Listed as threatened under CESA.

D = Delisted under CESA.

R = Listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act.

SSC = California species of special concern.

FP = Fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code.
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) California Rare Plant Rank

1B = rare or endangered in California and elsewhere.
Formerly California horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum frontale).

¢ Valley elderberry longhorn beetle was proposed for de-listing by USFWS in October 2006. If it is removed from
federal protection status, it may no longer meet the criteria for coverage under the BRCP.
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Conservation Strategy

The BRCP conservation strategy and its components are part of the proposed action. The
conservation strategy is designed to meet the regulatory requirements of ESA and the NCCPA and to
streamline compliance with CEQA, NEPA, and other applicable environmental regulations. To meet
the NCCPA permit standards, the conservation strategy provides for the conservation of covered
species by protecting, enhancing, restoring, and managing natural communities and species habitat
through a suite of conservation measures. The conservation strategy, detailed in Chapter 5 of the
BRCP, consists of biological goals and objectives, conservation measures, a monitoring program, and
an adaptive management plan.

The conservation strategy is designed to achieve the objectives listed below, pursuant to the NCCPA
(Section 2820).

e Conserve, restore, and provide for the management of representative natural and semi-natural3
landscapes.

e Establish reserves that provide for the conservation of covered species within the BRCP
geographic area and linkages to adjacent habitat outside the Plan Area.

e Protect and maintain habitat areas that are large enough to support sustainable populations of
covered species.

e Incorporate in the reserves (BRCP conservation lands) a range of environmental gradients and
high habitat diversity to provide for shifting species distributions in response to changing
circumstances.

e Sustain the effective movement and interchange of organisms between habitat areas in a
manner that maintains the ecological integrity of the reserve system (BRCP conservation lands).

Conservation Measures

The conservation measures are designed to protect, enhance, and restore natural communities and
the covered species habitats they support; improve the ecological function of natural communities;
avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts on covered species associated with implementation of
covered activities; and provide for the conservation of covered species in the Plan Area. The
conservation measures would collectively achieve the BRCP biological goals and objectives. Because
of the large scale and long timeframe over which the BRCP would be implemented, the conservation
measures are also designed to be flexible to allow for adaptive management with increasing
knowledge over time. The conservation measures are divided into landscape-level measures,
natural community-level measures, and species-specific measures. Table 2-3 and Table 2-4
summarize the conservation measures, the magnitude of their application (typically in acres), their
general locations, and the physical actions expected under each conservation measure. For more
detail regarding the physical actions expected under the conservation measures see Tables 4-1 and
4-2 of the BRCP. Table 2-5 summarizes the required acreage of protection of existing natural
communities within each CAZ to achieve the objectives of Conservation Measure (CM) 1. The
information summarized in Table 2-5 and information discussing species recovery plans is detailed
in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the BRCP.

3 A semi-natural landscape is defined as one that is disturbed by human activity but still provides important habitat
for a variety of native species.
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Table 2-3. BRCP Conservation Measures

Proposed Action and Alternatives

CM Number: Title

Description Extent

General Location

Landscape-Level Conservation Measures (CMs)

CM1: Acquire Lands

This CM provides the mechanism and guidance for the acquisition of lands and the e (see Table 2-5)

establishment of the BRCP conservation lands system to meet the natural
community and covered species habitat protection biological objectives. The
conservation lands system will be assembled over the term of the BRCP permit in
accordance with the implementation schedule described in the BRCP Section 8.1 to
accomplish the following.

¢ Protect and enhance areas of existing natural communities and covered species
habitat.

¢ Protect and maintain occurrences of covered plant species with limited
distributions and habitat areas occupied by specified covered wildlife species (see
BRCP Section 5.4.3).

e Provide sites for restoring natural communities and covered species habitat.

¢ Provide habitat connectivity among the various land units within the
conservation land system.

This CM describes the land acquisition procedures, including pre-acquisition survey
requirements, land acquisition methods, and land selection criteria that will be
applied to ensure that the ecological attributes of the acquired lands will serve to
achieve the biological goals and objectives.

o Entire Plan Area

CM2: Develop an
Invasive Species
Control Program

This CM establishes methods and procedures to control invasive animal and plant e Unknown
species that could substantially degrade the functions of protected natural

communities as habitat for covered and other native species on BRCP conservation

lands. It would require the development of a plan that would include the following.

¢ Protocols for periodically surveying for and assessing the abundance of nonnative
predators and competitors on BRCP lands.

e Protocols for periodically surveying for and assessing the occurrence and
abundance of invasive nonnative plants on BRCP lands.

e A brown-headed cowbird monitoring and control program.

o Methods for assessing degree of biological effect nonnative species have on
covered and other native species within BRCP lands.

e Methods for assessing threats for establishment of nonnative animals and plants
adjacent to lands onto BRCP lands.

o Entire Plan Area
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

CM Number: Title

Description Extent

General Location

¢ Methods for assessing threats for the spread of nonnative plants from BRCP lands
onto adjacent lands.

o A decision-making process for determining the need for implementing
management actions to control nonnative species.

e A description of potential nonnative species control methods.

o A process for developing and implementing monitoring necessary to assess the
effectiveness of implemented control methods

CM3: Identify High
Priority Locations for
Wildlife Passage
Structures and Secure
Funding

This CM would require an assessment of the permeability for movement of small e Unknown
mammals, amphibians, and reptiles across linear anthropogenic structures (e.g.,

roads, railroads, utilities) in BRCP-established ecological corridors. To conduct the

assessment, the BRCP Implementing Entity* will review CDFW, Caltrans, and other

relevant wildlife roadkill records for roads within BRCP ecological corridors and

will coordinate with USFWS and CDFW to identify locations in the corridors where

movement and migration of covered and other native wildlife may be substantially

impeded by roads and other anthropogenic barriers. Based on results of the

assessment, the BRCP Implementing Entity will identify high-priority areas for

implementing actions to improve wildlife passage across structures.

o Entire Plan Area

Natural Community-Level Conservation Measures

CM4: Develop and
Implement Site
Specific Wetland and
Riparian Restoration
Plans

This CM would restore different acreages of wetland and riparian habitat acrossall e 179 acres of
CAZs to support habitat for covered species and to be dominated by native plant riparian forest
species that are typical of these riparian and wetland habitat types in the Plan Area. habitats

e 11lacres of
riparian willow
scrub

e 126 acres of
emergent
wetlands

e 306 acres of
vernal pool and
other seasonal
wetlands

Cascade Foothills
CAZ

Sierra Foothills
CAZ

Northern
Orchards CAZ

Southern
Orchards CAZ

Basin CAZ

Sacramento River
CAZ

4 BCAG would be the BRCP Implementing Entity and would be the agency responsible for implementing the BRCP.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

CM Number: Title

Description

Extent

General Location

CM5: Enhance
Protected Natural
Communities for
Covered Species

This CM would require the preparation and implementation of management plans
for protected natural communities and covered species habitats supported by those
communities and would implement management activities for specific natural
communities, including oak woodland and savanna, grassland, riparian, wetlands,
aquatic, and agricultural. Management plans would provide the information
necessary to guide habitat enhancement and management actions to achieve the
biological objectives established for the conserved lands addressed by each plan.
The content of management plans will include a description of the following.

o The biological goals and objectives to be achieved with the protection and
management of the parcels.

¢ Base ecological conditions (e.g., habitat maps, assessment of covered species
habitat functions, occurrence of covered and other native wildlife species,
vegetation structure and composition, assessment of nonnative species
abundance and their effects on habitat functions, occurrence and extent of
nonnative species).

o Vegetation management actions that benefit covered communities, habitats, and
species and reduce fuel loads as appropriate and that are necessary for
implementing species-specific conservation measures.

o Current and historical livestock grazing management practices.

¢ Incorporation of a fire management plan developed in coordination with the
appropriate agencies and, to the extent practicable, consistent with achieving the
biological objectives of the BRCP.

e Infrastructure, hazards, and easements.

o Existing land uses and management practices and their relationship to covered
species habitat functions.

o Applicable permit terms and conditions.

e Applicable terms and conditions of conservation easements.

e Management actions and schedules.

e Monitoring requirements and schedules.

o Established data acquisition and analysis protocols.

o Established data and report preservation, indexing, and repository protocols.
o The adaptive management approach.

Any other information relevant to management of the protected parcels.

e Same as CM1
and CM4

e Specific parcels or
multiple parcels
within each CAZ
in the entire Plan
Area
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

CM Number: Title Description Extent General Location
CM6: Maintain and This CM would require coordination with federal, state, and local government e None e Sacramento River
Enhance Public and agencies and other organizations and entities responsible for public and easement CAZ
Easement Habitat habitat lands (PEHL) in the Plan Area to implement actions to maintain or enhance
Lands for Covered conservation of certain species. The BRCP Implementing Entity would coordinate
Species and enter into agreements with various agencies and Permit Applicants to enhance
the conservation provided for the following species: active Swainson’s hawk, white-
tailed kite, and peregrine falcon nest sites; active bald eagle nest and roost sites;
active bank swallow nesting colonies; occupied western burrowing owl nesting
burrows; giant garter snake and western pond turtle; occurrences of Ferris’
milkvetch, Ahart’s dwarf rush, Greene’s tuctoria, Hoover’s spurge, Butte County
checkerbloom, California beaked-rush, Ahart’s paronychia, Butte County
meadowfoam, lesser saltscale, Butte County golden clover, and Red Bluff dwarf
rush.
Species-Specific Conservation Measures
CM?7: Create and This CM would require the creation and maintenance of greater sandhill crane e 160 acres e Basin CAZ
Maintain Greater winter roosting habitat within the Basin CAZ in proximity to traditional greater
Sandhill Crane Winter sandhill crane winter upland use areas.
Roosting Habitat
CM8: Restore Giant This CM would restore giant garter snake habitat and would include a mosaic of e 500 acres e Basin CAZ

Garter Snake Habitat

emergent wetland, open water, and upland habitat. Restored giant garter snake
habitat will be a minimum of 20 acres; where rice agricultural fields are converted
to habitat for giant garter snake, minimum acreage and geometry of restored
wetlands will be prescribed by the size of rice fields. All restored emergent wetland
in giant garter snake habitat sites must have a secure source of water for
maintaining the intended restored habitat functions. To minimize the potential for
injury or mortality of giant garter snake, habitat restoration and management
activities would be conducted during the giant garter snake active period. Restored
giant garter snake habitat would be designed to support a mix of native emergent
vegetation and open water and upland edge configuration that provide maximum
function, within site constraints.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

CM Number: Title

Description

Extent

General Location

CMO: Replenish

Spawning Gravels for

Salmonids

This CM would place 30,000 cubic yards of spawning gravels of a suitable size for
use by Chinook salmon and steelhead in suitable spawning locations to increase the
extent of salmonid spawning habitat. Anticipated actions to implement this
conservation measure include mapping, assessing and prioritizing locations of
existing and suitable spawning habitat. BCAG will monitor enhanced and restored
spawning habitat to determine if they support salmonid spawning and to determine
if additional replenishment may be required to maintain the habitats over time.

e 30,000 cubic
yards

e Big Chico Creek

e Little Chico Creek
e Butte Creek

e Little Dry Creek

e Rock Creek

e Mud Creek

CM10: Remove This CM would require the assessment of specified stream channels to identify e Unknown e Pine Creek

Impediments to locations where passage of covered fish species is physically impeded. Impediments e Rock Creek

Upstream and could include, but are not limited to, debris build-up, large boulders that have o Mud Creek

Downstream Fish shifted, and existing non-functional fish ladders. BCAG would coordinate with . _

Passage NMFS, USFWS, and DFW to prioritize each of the identified locations for o Big Chico Creek
implementing actions to improve fish passage based on the likely magnitude of e Lindo Channel
benefits for the covered fish species. Based on priority, BCAG would contact e Little Chico Creek
landowners where the impediments are located to enter into cooperative

. . : . ¢ Butte Creek
agreements to implement actions necessary to modify stream channels to improve .
conditions for fish passage. o Little Dry Creek

CM11: Remove, This CM would install fish screens or move, consolidate, or otherwise modify e Upto42 e Cascade Foothills

Modify, or Screen diversions that do not have fish screens to reduce entrainment loss of juvenile known CAZ

Unscreened salmonids along Big Chico Creek and Butte Creek. diversions o Northern

Diversions Orchards CAZ

e Basin CAZ
Butte Regional Conservation Plan 2-29 May 2015
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

CM Number: Title Description Extent General Location
CM12: Conserve Butte This CM would protect in perpetuity self-sustaining populations of Butte County e 6,002 acresof e Entire Plan Area
County Meadowfoam  meadowfoam throughout its full ecological, geographical, and genetic range and primary

ameliorate or eliminate the threats that caused it to be listed. It would establish the habitat

Chico Butte County Meadowfoam Preserve (Chico BCMP), with specifically e 1,202 acres of

identified boundaries, to protect Butte County meadowfoam known occurrences, secondary

primary habitat, and secondary habitat. In addition, all known currently habitat

unprotected occurrences of Butte County meadowfoam in the Rock Creek, Chico D,
Gold Run Creek, and Table Mountain population groupings would be protected.
CM10 would require that all previously unknown and new occurrences of Butte
County meadowfoam in Rock Creek, Chico A-D, Gold Run Creek, and Table
Mountain be detected and protected. CM10 would require the preparation of
management plans, which would be periodically updated to incorporate changes in
maintenance, management, and monitoring requirements as they may occur over
the term of the BRCP. The content of the management plans could include the
following.

o The biological goals and objectives to be achieved with the management of the
parcels.

¢ The baseline ecological conditions.

o Existing land uses and management practices and their relationship to Butte
County meadowfoam habitat functions.

e Management actions (e.g., vegetation management) and schedules, including
appropriate grazing regime.

e Monitoring requirements and schedules.

e The adaptive management approach.

Any other information relevant to management of the protected parcels.

CM13: Conduct This CM would require conducting surveys to locate new occurrences of Butte e Unknown e Cascade Foothill
Surveys to Locate and  County checkerbloom during the appropriate time of year in suitable habitat in the o Protect up to CAZ north of
Protect New Plan Area north of upper Bidwell Park. Surveys would be conducted on public lands 20 newly Bidwell Park
Occurrences of Butte  and on private lands with permission of land owner. BCAG would also seek out discovered
County Checkerbloom occurrences that have been previously identified but not reported. Based on the occurrences

results of the surveys, BCAG would distribute the acquisition of natural

communities in the Cascade Foothills CAZ to protect up to 20 newly discovered

occurrences.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

CM Number: Title Description Extent General Location
CM14: Translocate This CM would require implementation actions to establish or reestablish e Unknown o All CAZs
Conservancy Fairy occurrences of Conservancy fairy shrimp, Ahart’s dwarf rush, Hoover’s spurge, hairy

Shrimp, Hoover’s Orcutt grass, slender Orcutt grass, and Greene’s tuctoria in at least two BRCP

Spurge, Ahart’'s Dwarf  protected vernal pools for each species. One or more species may be established in

Rush, Hairy Orcutt the same vernal pool. The CM would require the following.

Grass, Slender Orcutt
Grass, and Greene’s
Tuctoria

Evaluate protected vernal pools to determine their suitability (e.g., hydrology and
soil conditions) for establishing Conservancy fairy shrimp, Ahart’s dwarf rush,
Hoover’s spurge, hairy Orcutt grass, slender Orcutt grass, and Greene’s tuctoria.

Adopt techniques for establishing Conservancy fairy shrimp, Ahart’s dwarf rush,
Hoover’s spurge, hairy Orcutt grass, slender Orcutt grass, and Greene’s tuctoria.

Harvest seed of Ahart’s dwarf rush, Hoover’s spurge, hairy Orcutt grass, slender
Orcutt grass, and Greene’s tuctoria and cysts of Conservancy fairy shrimp from
extant occurrences within or adjacent to the Plan Area. Propagule sources will be
from the closest populations of each species without adversely affecting the
source populations.

Manage established occurrences to ensure their persistence over time.

Monitor the effectiveness of Ahart’s dwarf rush, Hoover’s spurge, hairy Orcutt
grass, slender Orcutt grass, and Greene’s tuctoria establishment and management
techniques to gather information necessary to improve establishment of new
occurrences over time.

Monitor propagule sources to ensure that occurrences from which fairy shrimp or
plant material is harvested to ensure that the occurrences remain viable.

Source: Butte County Association of Governments 2015: Chapter 5.

a No extant occurrences are known in the Plan Area, but new or unknown occurrences provide for a variety of actions that improve habitat and survival
of covered fish species occurrences could be discovered on PEHL over the permit term of the BRCP.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-4. Physical Actions Needed to Implement BRCP Conservation Measures

Conservation Measure

Physical Actions Required to Implement Measure

CM1: Acquire Lands

Land acquisition.

CM2: Develop an Invasive Species Control e Monitoring.
Program e Surveying.
CM3: Identify High Priority Locations for e None.

Wildlife Passage Structures and Secure
Funding

CM4: Develop and Implement Site Specific
Wetland and Riparian Restoration Plans

Activities necessary to restore riparian habitats depend on site-specific conditions, but could include the
following.

Site clearing of debris and existing vegetation.

Site grading to improve microhabitat conditions, hydrology, and planting/seeding conditions.
Planting and seeding of native plants.

Irrigation of sufficient duration to establish riparian vegetation.

Control of weeds and herbivory for sufficient duration to establish riparian vegetation.

Actions necessary to restore vernal pool complex depend on site-specific conditions, but could include
the following.

Site clearing of debris and existing vegetation.
Site grading to improve microhabitat conditions, hydrology, and planting/seeding conditions.

Collection of native vernal pool plant species seeds and soil containing seeds and vernal pool shrimp
cysts for inoculating restored vernal pools.

Planting and seeding of native plants in restored vernal pool complex uplands.
Control of weeds and herbivory for sufficient duration to establish native vernal pool plant species.

Restoration of vernal pools may be conducted at sites that currently support grasslands or at sites that
have been cleared for agriculture.

Activities necessary to restore emergent wetland depend on site-specific conditions, but could include
the following.

Site clearing of debris and existing vegetation.

Site grading to improve microhabitat conditions, hydrology, and planting/seeding conditions.
Erosion control measures.

Collection of native emergent plant species rhizomes and other propagules for establishment in
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

Conservation Measure

Physical Actions Required to Implement Measure

restoration sites.
¢ Planting and seeding of native emergent wetland and aquatic plants.
¢ Plant protection and ground cover manipulation.

e Installation or modification of water irrigation and drainage infrastructure, including wells, pumps,
water control structures and irrigation ditches.

CM5: Enhance Protected Natural
Communities for Covered Species

Management actions for oak woodland and savanna may include the following.

e Grading, Planting and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.

e Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.
e Retention of snags and downed wood.

¢ Prohibiting tree harvest for firewood and other uses unless tree harvest is identified in the
management plan as a method for achieving habitat enhancement objectives.

e Managing grazing to enhance tree survival and recruitment.

e Protecting seedlings from herbivory.

Management actions for the grassland natural community may include the following.

e Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.

e Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.
e Prohibiting rodent control activities on preserves.

e Creating debris piles to create habitat for small mammals and birds.

e Managing grazing to improve the abundance of fossorial mammals.

o Installation of artificial nesting burrows for western burrowing owl to facilitate use of unoccupied
areas.

¢ Installation of perching structures to facilitate use of protected habitats by western burrowing owl,
Swainson’s hawk, and white-tailed kite.

¢ Use of fire, managed grazing, or other vegetation management techniques to influence vegetation
structure or composition, increase the absolute cover and diversity of native plant species, and control
undesirable nonnative plant species.

e Application of herbicides to remove heavy infestations of nonnative plants.
e Reseeding of native plant species.

e Managing livestock grazing to improve the function of vernal pools and grassland swale complex as
habitat for covered vernal pool shrimp and plant species
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

Conservation Measure

Physical Actions Required to Implement Measure

Management actions for the riparian natural community may include the following.

Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.

Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.
Managing livestock grazing to maintain favorable habitat conditions for covered species.
Controlling nonnative predators and invasive plant species.

Planting native species to improve habitat structure and species composition.

Installing or maintaining woody debris in stream channels to create pools to increase the diversity of
microhabitats.

Management actions for protected emergent wetlands in the wetland natural community may include
the following.

Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.

Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.
Controlling nonnative species.

Managing livestock grazing to maintain favorable habitat conditions for covered species.
Increasing extent of native vegetation.

Controlling human access and activities.

Managing water sources supporting wetlands.

Increasing or decreasing ponding capacity.

Erosion control.

Maintaining or enhancing adjacent upland habitats to support habitat transitions and ecotones and to
protect watersheds.

Maintaining appropriate water depth.
Establishing emergent vegetation.

Installing fencing to manage access by livestock.
Controlling nonnative predators.

Management actions for restored and natural emergent wetlands in the wetland natural community may
include the following.

Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.
Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.
Maintaining sufficient water levels and water quality throughout the year to support emergent

vegetation, aquatic food webs, and diverse aquatic habitat structure.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

Conservation Measure

Physical Actions Required to Implement Measure

e Protecting upland basking and overwinter/hibernation sites, including rodent burrows.

e Managing exotic species that may compete with or prey on covered species (e.g., bullfrogs, predatory
fish).

e Regulating human recreational activities (e.g., fishing) to prevent disturbance.

¢ Enhancing the habitat structure within the water column to provide underwater refugia for prey
species for giant garter snakes and for juvenile western pond turtles.

Management actions for the aquatic natural community may include the following.
e Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.
e Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.

¢ Planting emergent vegetation along pond margins to increase habitat functions for western pond turtle
and western spadefoot.

e Maintaining and improving pond water control structures and water supplies.
¢ Controlling nonnative predators in ponds (e.g,, bullfrogs).

e Removing riprap along stream channels to improve habitat functions for covered fish, reptile, and
amphibian species and to rehabilitate aquatic ecosystem processes.

e Installing large woody debris along stream channels and channel banks to improve instream cover
conditions for covered fish species.

e Coordinating with flood control entities to modify channel maintenance practices to maintain woody
debris in channels supporting anadromous fisheries.

Management actions for agricultural habitats may include the following.

¢ Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.

¢ Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.

e Reducing the use of herbicides and pesticides.

o Altering cultivation and harvest practices to increase forage and prey availability for covered and other
native wildlife species.

¢ Planting of hedgerows to provide rodent habitat to increase prey abundance for covered and other
raptors.

e Maintaining water in canals and ditches during the activity period (early spring through mid-fall) for
giant garter snake, western pond turtle, and other native wildlife species.

CM6: Maintain and Enhance Public and
Easement Habitat Lands for Covered Species

e None
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

Conservation Measure

Physical Actions Required to Implement Measure

CM?7: Create and Maintain Greater Sandhill
Crane Winter Roosting Habitat

e Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.
e Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.

e Irrigation management to maintain the required wetted surface and water depths to support crane
roosting (i.e., wetted pool area of at least 20 acres with water depths averaging 4 inches).

o Construction of berms or other infrastructure as needed to maintain suitable roost site conditions.

e Farming and vegetation management practices that maintain upland vegetation adjacent to the wetted
roosting area in an open condition that is suitable for supporting crane use of roost sites.

e Roosting habitat would be annually flooded from October 1 through March 15 or before March 15 if
cranes have abandoned use of a site

CM8: Restore Giant Garter Snake Habitat

Activities necessary to restore emergent wetland depend on site-specific conditions, but could include
the following.

o Site clearing of debris and existing vegetation.
e Site grading to improve microhabitat conditions, hydrology, and planting/seeding conditions.
e Erosion control measures.

o Collection of native emergent plant species rhizomes and other propagules for establishment in
restoration sites.

¢ Planting and seeding of native emergent wetland and aquatic plants.
¢ Plant protection and ground cover manipulation.

¢ Installation or modification of water irrigation and drainage infrastructure, including wells, pumps,
water control structures and irrigation ditches.

CMO9: Replenish Spawning Gravels for
Salmonids

¢ Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.
¢ Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.
¢ Placement of spawning gravel in the highest priority channel locations.

CM10: Remove Impediments to Upstream
and Downstream Fish Passage

e Remove barriers to fish passage, depending on the type of impediment to fish passage, through use of
hand tools and machinery (e.g., backhoes) in stream channels to dislodge and remove debris.

CM11: Remove, Modify, or Screen
Unscreened Diversions

o Install fish screens; move, consolidate, or otherwise modify up to up to 25 diversions that do not have
fish screens to reduce entrainment loss of juvenile salmonids along Big Chico Creek and Butte Creek.

CM12: Conserve Butte County Meadowfoam

e Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.
¢ Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

Conservation Measure

Physical Actions Required to Implement Measure

CM13: Conduct Surveys to Locate and
Protect New Occurrences of Butte County
Checkerbloom

e Surveys.

CM14: Translocate Conservancy Fairy
Shrimp, Hoover’s Spurge, Ahart’s Dwarf
Rush, Hairy Orcutt Grass, Slender Orcutt
Grass, and Greene’s Tuctoria

Grading, planting, and other ground disturbing restoration-related actions.
e Operation of habitat enhancement, restoration, and management-related equipment.

Surveys to determine suitable site conditions.

e Limited ground disturbance to establish species in at least two protected vernal pools that support site
conditions.

e Limited ground disturbance to harvest species from other areas.

Sources: Butte County Association of Governments 2015: Chapter 5, and Table 4-1.
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Table 2-5. Natural Community Protection Targets (acres unless otherwise noted)?

Proposed Action and Alternatives

Total Conservation Acquisition Zone (CAZ) Habitat Protection Targets?
Existing Total
in Plan Sierra Cascade Northern Southern Sacramento Protection
Natural Community and Land Cover Type  Area Foothills Foothills Orchards Orchards Basin River Target
Oak Woodland and Savanna
Blue oak savanna 10,581 2,009 853 0 0 0 2,862
Blue oak woodland 34,735 2,177 3,696 0 0 0 5,873
Live oak woodland and mixed oak 47,274 9,868 1,888 0 0 0 11,756
woodland
Subtotal 92,590 14,054 6,437 0 0 0 0 20,491
Grassland
Grassland 68,124 7,041 4,105 1,565 430 300 0 13,441
Grassland with vernal swale complex 34,110 4,820 14,960 990 0 630 0 21,400
Subtotal 102,234 11,861 19,065 2,555 430 930 34,841
Riparian
Cottonwood-willow and valley oak 11,840 1,035 1,560 1,410 635 335 675 5,650
riparian forestb
Willow scrubb 2,995 165 170 85 0 300 0 720
Subtotal 14,835 1,200 1,730 1,495 635 635 675 6,370
Wetland
Emergent wetland 4,440 495 0 100 0 100 0 695
Managed wetland 25,486 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 29,927 495 0 100 0 100 0 695
Butte Regional Conservation Plan 2-38 May 2015

Public Draft EIS/EIR

ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments Proposed Action and Alternatives

Total Conservation Acquisition Zone (CAZ) Habitat Protection Targets?
Existing Total
in Plan Sierra Cascade Northern Southern Sacramento Protection
Natural Community and Land Cover Type  Area Foothills Foothills Orchards Orchards Basin River Target
Aquatic
Open water-perennial stream channel 457 Not Not Not 0 Not Not 45
(linear miles) applicablec applicablec applicablec applicablec applicablec
Open water-intermittent stream channel 979 Not Not 0 0 0 0 12
(linear miles) applicabled applicabled
Subtotal (linear miles) 1,436 0 0 0 0 0 0 57
Pond (number) 465 Not Not Not Not Not Not 80

applicablee applicablee applicablee applicablee applicablee applicablee

Agricultural Lands

Ricef 120,316 0 0 1,317 0 21,660 205 23,182
Irrigated pasture and irrigated croplands 21,572 1,240 0 796 2,534 250 200 3,780
Subtotal (acreage) 141,889 1,240 0 2,113 2,534 21,910 405 26,962
Total Acresh 381,474 27,610 27,232 6,263 3,599 23,575 1,080 89,601

Source: Butte County Association of Governments 2015:Table 5-5.

a

Targets include land cover types to be protected both for conservation of natural communities and as mitigation for covered activities that remove
natural communities. Consequently, the amount of each natural community that is protected may be less than shown if all the permanent
development covered activities and the habitat protection that is required to mitigate impacts are not implemented. Segregated natural community
protection conservation and mitigation targets are presented in Table 5-9 of the BRCP.

These land cover types may be protected as mitigation for impacts on non-stream-associated dredger tailings with riparian forest/scrub-stream.
Targets are not established by CAZ. Perennial stream channel may be protected in any of the five CAZs indicated that are consistent with achieving
stream channel habitat biological objectives for the covered fish species and foothill yellow-legged frog.

Intermittent stream channel may be protected in either of the two CAZs indicated that are consistent with achieving intermittent stream channel
habitat biological objectives for foothill yellow-legged frog.

Targets are not established by CAZ. Ponds may be protected in any CAZ that are consistent with achieving pond habitat protection biological
objectives for western pond turtle and/or western spadefoot.

The acreage targets in these CAZs are for planning purposes only. The combined target acreage of rice can be achieved through any combination of
acreage between these three CAZs that are consistent with achieving the applicable biological goals and objective.

The acreage targets in these CAZs are for planning purposes only. The combined target acreage of irrigated pasture and irrigated cropland can be
achieved through any combination of acreage between these four CAZs that are consistent with achieving the applicable biological goals and
objectives.

Does not include stream channel and pond protection targets because these targets are not expressed in acres.
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Other Conservation Actions

In addition to the Conservation Measures described above, BCAG will implement activities to
improve urban stormwater quality in support of those conservation measures identified for covered
aquatic species (BRCP Section 5.4.4). These actions will support the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley,
and Biggs in obtaining funding through federal and state grants and other sources to implement
programs to support compliance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
stormwater permits for municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s). Funding different types of
water quality control actions under this measure aims to reduce the load or concentrations of
contaminants that are toxic to covered fish species and other native fish and amphibians in urban
runoff entering Big Chico Creek, Lindo Channel, Little Chico Creek, Sycamore/Mud Creek, Butte
Creek, and the Feather River. Actions could be physical changes to the stormwater system or
planning and documentation, and can include:

e Construction of stormwater retention ponds for the capture of stormwater.

e Construction of stormwater retention irrigation holding ponds for the capture and irrigation use
of stormwater.

e Design and establishment of vegetated buffer strips to slow runoff velocities and capture
sediments and other pollutants.

e Design and construction of bioretention systems (grass buffer strips, sand bed, ponding area,
mulch layer, planting soil, and plants) to slow runoff velocities and for removal of pollutants
from stormwater.

e Construction of stormwater curb extensions adjacent to existing commercial businesses that are
likely to contribute oil and grease runoff.

e Establishment of stormwater media filters to remove particulates and pollutants.

e Providing support for establishment of onsite infiltration systems in lieu of new storm drain
connections for new construction, such as pervious pavement in place of asphalt and concrete in
parking lots and along roadways, and downspout disconnections to redirect roof water to
cisterns on existing developed properties, including residential properties.

Ecological Corridors

Because urban and agricultural development can disrupt the continuity and permeability of habitat
for wildlife, the BRCP includes established ecological corridors between the CAZs (Figure 2-4). The
permeability for safe movement of small mammals, amphibians, and reptiles across linear
anthropogenic structures (i.e., roads, railroads, and utilities) is an important component of the
conservation strategy. Especially for giant garter snake and other snakes, roads pose a threat
because snakes are attracted to roads for thermoregulation (i.e., basking). Given the large size of the
planned ecological corridors under the BRCP, it is likely that some lands that do not meet
conservation land criteria but are suitable as movement habitat would need to be acquired. On such
lands, the BRCP Implementing Entity would undertake enhancements to minimize effects of barriers
and habitat gaps that adversely affect the movement of covered and other native wildlife species
(see CM4, Improve the Permeability of Linear Structures for Native Wildlife). The four ecological
corridors are described below.
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e Ecological Corridor 1, North Plan Area Corridor. Maintain an ecological corridor at least 1.2
miles wide comprising contiguous patches of oak woodland and savanna, grassland, riparian,
wetland, and aquatic natural communities and agricultural lands north of the city of Chico that
protect the elevation gradient extending from the foothills at the eastern Plan Area boundary in
the Cascade Foothills CAZ across the valley floor in the Northern Orchards CAZ and connecting
to the Sacramento River.

e Ecological Corridor 2, Central Plan Area Corridor. Maintain an ecological corridor at least 1.2
miles wide comprising of contiguous patches of oak woodland and savanna, grassland, riparian,
wetland, and aquatic natural communities between the cities of Chico and Oroville that protect
the elevation gradient extending from the foothills at the eastern Plan Area boundary in the
Cascade Foothills CAZ across the valley floor in the Basin CAZ and connecting to Butte Creek
along the western boundary of the Plan Area.

e Ecological Corridor 3, South Plan Area Corridor. Maintain an ecological corridor at least 1.2
miles wide comprising contiguous patches of oak woodland and savanna, grassland, riparian,
wetland, and aquatic natural communities and agricultural lands south of the city of Oroville
that protect the elevation gradient extending from the foothills at the eastern Plan Area
boundary in the Sierra Foothills CAZ across the valley floor and connecting to the Feather River
in the Southern Orchards CAZ.

e Ecological Corridor 4, Giant Garter Snake Corridor. Maintain a corridor at least 0.6 mile wide
comprising contiguous patches of riparian, wetland, and aquatic natural communities and
agricultural lands that support giant garter snake movement habitat and connect the Llano Seco
Unit of the Upper Butte Basin Wildlife Area in the Sacramento River CAZ to the Little Dry Creek
Unit of the Upper Butte Basin Wildlife Area and to Gray Lodge Wildlife Area in the Basin CAZ.
The corridor will be configured such that there is contiguous giant garter snake movement
habitat connecting the three Wildlife Areas.

e Ecological Corridor 5, Sacramento River Corridor. Maintain a corridor comprised of existing
remaining patches of riparian, wetland, and aquatic natural communities along the Sacramento
River in the Sacramento River and Northern Orchards CAZs. The corridor is meant to protect the
connectivity of riparian and wetland wildlife habitats that border the Sacramento River to
provide for the movement and migration of covered and other native wildlife species (e.g., deer,
skunk, raccoon, and neotropical migrant birds). No specific width is identified for this corridor
because of the active nature of portions of the river in this reach and because the width of
natural communities adjacent to the Sacramento River is highly variable, being constrained by
agricultural lands, mainly orchards.

Jurisdictional Waters of the United States

The BRCP evaluates the effects of implementing the combined buildout of the preferred alternatives
of the Local Agencies’ general plan EIRs as part of the BRCP covered activities. The extent of riparian
and wetland land cover types that could be removed by the covered activities is reduced in the BRCP
to avoid impacts in specified UPAs. In addition, the conservation strategy includes AMMs (BRCP
Section 6.2) that are required to be implemented at the time each of the covered activities is
implemented. These measures are designed to avoid or further minimize direct and indirect impacts
on wetlands, streams, and other waters that would otherwise be incurred under the covered
activities. The BRCP provides additional limits on impacts and specific impact AMMs that further
reduce impacts on aquatic resources that would result from activities identified in the various
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general plans’ preferred alternatives. Approximately 797 acres of waters of the United States
(including potential vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, riparian habitat, and perennial emergent) are
anticipated to be affected by the BRCP. Table 2-6 summarizes the existing and potentially affected
acres of wetlands by CAZ and Table 2-7 identifies the types of wetlands or other waters expected to
be impacted by the BRCP. Figure 2-5 identifies the general locations of these types of wetlands or
other waters. It is anticipated no acres or linear miles of other waters of the United States (e.g., open
waters, major canals) would be affected by the BRCP because of the location of activities and
because the BRCP does not allow for impacts to these types of habitats.

Table 2-6. Existing and Affected Wetlands by CAZ (acres)

Existing Potentially Affected
Cascades
Outside UPAs 4,67 13
Inside UPAs 2,155 129
Subtotal 6,772 142
Sierras
Outside UPAs 6,512 21
Inside UPAs 3,900 373
Subtotal 10,412 394
Northern Orchards
Outside UPAs 3,442 25
Inside UPAs 456 112
Subtotal 3,898 137
Southern Orchards
Outside UPAs 2,670 20
Inside UPAs 122 67
Subtotal 2,792 87
Basin
Outside UPAs 27,078 29
Inside UPAs 5 3
Subtotal 27,084 32
Sacramento River
Outside UPAs 13,445 4
Total 64,403 796

Source: Butte County Association of Governments 2015:Table 4-12.
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Table 2-7. Existing and Affected Waters of the United States under the Proposed Action in the Plan
Area

Total Impact Estimated
Total in the Allowable under the Development

Type of Wetland or Other Water Plan Area Proposed Action? Impactb
Potential Wetlands - Vernal Pools and Other 3,999 303 327
Seasonal Wetlands (acres)c
Potential Wetlands - Riparian Habitats (acres)d 22,149 345 1,413
Potential Wetlands - Perennial Emergent (acres)e 4,440 35 81
Potential Wetlands - Artificial Types (acres)f 33,815 113 113
Non-Wetland Waters (number of ponds)s 465 25 25

Total Waters of U.S. (acres) 64,868 796 3,813

a The BRCP established these limits in Table 4-11 of the BRCP based on the estimated development impact.
These limits are a result of review and adjustment to provide for additional avoidance.

b This is the estimated impact using the development footprints from general plans and other regional plans.

¢ Acreages are based on BRCP’s density assumptions detailed in Chapter 6 of the BRCP and include the
following habitat types: Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands in Grasslands with Swale Complexes,
Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands in Grasslands, Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands
associated with Streams.

d Only portions of riparian habitats meet jurisdictional criteria under CWA Section 404, but all areas meet
jurisdictional criteria under Section 1602 and include the following habitat types: Cottonwood-Willow
Riparian Forest, Valley Oak Riparian Forest, Willow Scrub, Herbaceous Riparian and River Bar, Dredger
Tailings with Riparian Forest and Scrub-Stream, Dredger Tailings with Riparian Forest and Scrub-Non-
Stream.

e Includes the habitat type: Emergent Wetland.

f Based on BRCP assumptions detailed in Chapter 6 and includes the habitat types: Managed Wetland,
Managed Seasonal Wetland, Rice-jurisdictional portion, and Irrigated pasture, cropland-jurisdictional
portion.

g Includes the habitat types: stock ponds. Open Waters, Major Canals and Rivers, Streams and Agricultural
Channels have zero acres and linear miles impacted.

Avoidance of direct and indirect impacts on jurisdictional wetlands, where practicable, is the
preferred conservation action under the BRCP. If avoidance of direct and indirect impacts cannot be
achieved, impacts would be compensated through protection and restoration of like or similar
wetland types of equal or higher function at the ratios described in BRCP (Table 5-11 of the BRCP).
Where nonnatural wetlands are filled, compensatory mitigation is provided through protection and
restoration of natural wetlands types. The impact acreages presented in the BRCP and in the
resource chapters of this EIS/EIR are for the purpose of assessing the regional impacts and
conservation of wetlands and other waters under full implementation of the BRCP over its 50-year
permit term. The BRCP requires jurisdictional delineation of all proposed projects to assess actual
impacts, and actual impacts would be calculated during BRCP implementation when specific
projects are proposed. The BRCP includes measures that go beyond the mitigation of impacts on
wetlands and riparian habitats and contribute to the conservation of these natural communities.
These conservation measures include the protection of existing wetland and riparian habitats in
excess of compensatory protection mitigation ratios and, for riparian forest, additional restoration
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acreage in excess of the restoration mitigation ratio. These measures that contribute to the
conservation of wetlands and riparian habitats are required elements of the BRCP.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

AMMs are designed to avoid or minimize the take of covered species and to reduce impacts on
natural communities and covered species and their habitats (including designated critical habitat).
These measures include such actions as avoidance of species occurrences and habitat through
project design, timing of construction activities in the vicinity of occupied habitat to avoid times
when a covered species is present, and avoiding habitat removal during breeding periods. These
measures may also avoid or minimize the potential for take by reducing effects on covered and other
native species by altering construction plans or activities (e.g., modifying construction footprints,
covering open trenches, using materials to reduce runoff from construction sites) or by modifying
design elements of projects to reduce operational effects (e.g., noise, lighting, urban runoff).

Table 2-8 and Table 2-9 summarize the BRCP AMMs.

Table 2-8. BRCP Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Permanent Development Projects inside
and outside the UPAs

Biological Surveys and Evaluations
AMM1: Conduct Planning Surveys
AMM?2: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys

Project Design
AMM3:  Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Covered Species
AMM4: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Sensitive Wetland and Riparian Habitats

AMMS5:  Avoid Siting of Construction Staging Areas and Temporary Work Areas in Occupied Covered
Species Habitat

AMMS6:  Establish Permanent Habitat Buffers along Stream and Riparian Corridors
AMM7:  Design Developments to Minimize Indirect Impacts at Urban-Habitat Interfaces
AMMS8: Implement Standard Urban Stormwater Management Plans

Construction

AMMO9:  Establish Activity Exclusion Zones for Nesting/Breeding Birds
AMM10: Establish Activity Exclusion Zones for Covered Plant Species
AMM11: Minimize Impacts on Covered Fish Species

AMM12: Confine and Delineate Work Area

AMM13: Cover Trenches and Holes during Construction

AMM14: Control Fugitive Dust

AMM15: Conduct Worker Training

AMM16: Install Erosion Control Barriers

AMM17: Night-Time Lighting of Project Construction Sites

AMM18: Implement Spill Prevention, Control, and Counter Measure Plan to Eliminate or Minimize Sources
of Contaminants

AMM19: Implement Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan
AMM20: Implement Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
AMM21: Implement Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures and Best Management Practices
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Table 2-9. BRCP Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Species-Specific Effects, Transportation
Facility Permanent Development Projects, and Recurring Maintenance Activities

Species-Specific
AMM22: Exclusion of Wintering Western Burrowing Owls

AMM23: Install Wire Markers on New or Modified Power Transmission Lines within Greater Sandhill Crane
Habitat

AMM?24: Prevent Raptor Electrocutions
AMM?25: Minimize Take and Impacts on Habitat of Giant Garter Snake

Transportation Facility Permanent Development Projects

AMM26: Implement Caltrans Construction Site Best Management Practices to Maintain Water Quality
AMM?27: Avoid and Minimize Noise and Other Disturbances from Bridge Construction Activities
AMM28: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Bat Roosting on Bridges

Recurring Maintenance Activities

AMM?29: Cover Trenches and Holes Excavated for Maintenance

AMM30: Conduct Swainson’s Hawk and White-Tailed Kite Nest Surveys

AMM31: Minimize Impacts of Water Conveyance Channel Maintenance on Giant Garter Snake

Monitoring Program and Adaptive Management

The BRCP monitoring program is designed to guide the collection and compilation of relevant data
and information necessary to (1) demonstrate compliance with permit terms and conditions, (2)
assess the effectiveness of BRCP implementation over time, and (3) ensure that the adaptive
management decision-making process is informed by the best available science. The purpose of the
monitoring program is to periodically assess the status of species and natural communities on BRCP
conservation lands as the basis for their ongoing conservation and recovery (BRCP, Section 7.2). The
monitoring process and adaptive management process are described below. For more information,
see Section 7.2.2 and Section 7.3 of the BRCP, respectively.

Monitoring Requirements

Monitoring and survey information is required to demonstrate compliance with BRCP permits and
to assess the effectiveness of BRCP implementation in achieving the BRCP’s biological goals and
objectives. The two primary types of monitoring expected are compliance monitoring and
effectiveness monitoring.

Compliance monitoring ensures compliance with the terms and conditions of the BRCP and its
associated permits during implementation of the covered activities. Table 5-30 of the BRCP
summarizes 13 compliance monitoring actions, the responsible entity for each of these actions, the
purpose of the monitoring action, and the methods and procedures for monitoring. Results of
compliance monitoring may also serve toward monitoring for effectiveness. Results of compliance
monitoring would be used by the BRCP Implementing Entity to determine if BRCP implementation
should be adjusted under BRCP adaptive management.

Effectiveness monitoring would be conducted to assess the effectiveness of habitat restoration,
enhancement, and management techniques in achieving the desired habitat conditions; to assess
covered species responses; and to document progress made toward achieving the BRCP biological
goals and objectives. These monitoring actions would provide the data necessary to assess the status
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and trend of covered species populations at Plan Area-wide and BRCP conservation land unit-wide
scales and would provide the basis for tracking progress toward achieving the biological goals and
objectives. In addition, initial baseline ecological surveys would be conducted on all BRCP
conservation lands; these surveys would form the basis against which the effectiveness of BRCP
habitat enhancement and management actions would be measured.

Adaptive Management Purpose and Framework

The adaptive management process incorporated by the BRCP, and detailed in Section 7.3 of the
BRCP, is consistent with the guidance for adaptive management provided in USFWS’s and NMFS’s
Five-Point Policy for HCPs,> the NCCPA,¢ and DOI’s Applications Guide for Adaptive Management.
The USFWS and NMFS Five-Point Policy broadly defines adaptive management “...as a method for
examining alternative strategies for meeting measurable biological goals and objectives, and then if
necessary, adjusting future conservation management actions according to what is learned.” The
NCCPA defines adaptive management as “...to use the results of new information gathered through
the monitoring program of the plan and from other sources to adjust management strategies and
practices to assist in providing for the conservation of covered species.” NCCPs must include both a
monitoring program and an adaptive management program? and must also provide for periodically
reviewed adaptive management strategies subject to the results of monitoring efforts and other
sources of new information.8

The BRCP adaptive management framework provides a learning-based decision-making process to
ensure that progress is made toward achieving BRCP biological goals and objectives. It is anticipated
that ongoing modifications to implementation of the conservation strategy will be needed as new
information is developed that addresses the uncertainties regarding the nature and magnitude of
the response of covered species to habitat enhancement, restoration, and management techniques.
Additionally, substantially altered future conditions that may result from climate change (e.g.,
change in the hydrology of Plan Area watersheds, temporal shifts in the wet season, change in
wildfire risk) may modify implementation needs. Therefore, adaptive management provides the
BRCP Implementing Entity with the flexibility necessary to modify implementation to address
uncertainties as the knowledge base regarding ecological processes, natural communities, and
covered species is expanded. Consequently, the adaptive management process provides the BRCP
Implementing Entity with the ability to modify conservation measures, implementation techniques,
and monitoring elements (e.g., monitoring protocols, attributes and attribute criteria, metrics) of the
conservation strategy as indicated by new information that will be gathered over the term of the
BRCP to improve their effectiveness.

Plan Implementation

The BRCP conservation strategy would be implemented over a period of 50 years. Implementation
of the BRCP would begin after the Implementing Agreement is executed and the Section 10(a)(1)(B)
ITPs and NCCPA Section 2835 permit are issued. BRCP conservation measures that are independent
of mitigation would be implemented throughout the 50 years. The implementation schedule,
described in detail in Chapter 6, Plan Implementation, of the BRCP, describes a reasonable estimate

565FR 106, June 1, 2000.

6 California Fish and Game Code Sections 2800-2835.

7 California Fish and Game Code Section 2820[7] and [8].
8 California Fish and Game Code Section 2820[a][2].
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of the timing and sequence for implementation of the conservation actions over the term of the
BRCP.

It is expected that ecological conditions in the Plan Area may change as a result of future events and
circumstances, since the implementation timeframe for the BRCP conservation strategy would be
over 50 years. Chapter 6 of the BRCP details changes in circumstances that are reasonably
foreseeable, outlines a process for identifying changed circumstances, and provides planned
responses intended to address these events. Changed circumstances addressed by the BRCP include:
floods, drought, water availability, fire, invasive species and disease, long-term changes in
precipitation and temperature, toxic or hazardous substance spills, new species listing, and new
designation of critical habitat. The planned responses to these events, if needed, would be covered
actions by the BRCP. Examples of planned responses include: inspections of affected conservation
lands within a specific time from the end of the event (e.g., 30 days); evaluation of the extent of the
damage; purchasing of additional water supplies, if necessary, to maintain crops supporting habitat
functions; and habitat restoration and enhanced recovery of affected habitat area.

Responsibility for implementing the BRCP would rest with the Permit Applicants. BRCP
implementation would be directed by the BRCP JPA, a BRCP Implementing Entity that would be
created as a new JPA among the Local Agencies specifically for BRCP implementation. The BRCP JPA
would be led by a Board of Directors derived from elected officials of the member Local Agencies
and would oversee implementation of the BRCP through the Executive Director of BCAG, who will
serve as the Executive Director of the BRCP JPA (see BRCP Chapter 7, Implementation Structure, for
additional detail on the organizational structure that will be established to implement the BRCP).

Costs and Funding

The cost for implementing the BRCP has been estimated for both the mitigation and conservation
components of the plan (BRCP Chapter 10, Implementation Costs and Funding Sources). The
mitigation cost component includes the costs to implement mitigation measures that address the
impacts of BRCP covered activities. These costs include administration, land maintenance and
management, monitoring, and adaptive management necessary to implement the mitigation
measures. Total mitigation costs under the BRCP are estimated to be $138.9 million. The
conservation cost component includes the costs of all actions under the conservation strategy that
are implemented to conserve natural communities and contribute to the recovery of covered species
above and beyond the mitigation measures. Total conservation component costs for BRCP
implementation over the 50-year BRCP term are estimated to be $238.1 million.

Funding for BRCP implementation would come from both “local share” and “public share” sources.

e Local Share of Funding. The local share of implementation funding sources comprises the
mitigation component of the BRCP, a portion of the land acquisition and plan administration
under the conservation component of the BRCP, and part of the post-permit administration and
management. The local share funding would be derived from impact fees assessed as individual
projects are implemented in the Plan Area and additional monies sought from various sources to
fund a portion of the conservation component.

e Public Share of Funding. The public share of implementation funding sources comprises all
remaining actions to implement the conservation component of the BRCP not addressed by the
local share. Public share funding will be derived from various federal, state, and private sources.
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Aquatic Resources Permitting Strategy

BCAG is seeking a Regional General Permit (RGP), programmatic water quality certification, master
lake and streambed alteration agreement, and a BRCP specific in-lieu fee (ILF) Program to satisfy
federal and state regulations and conserve and preserve aquatic resources in the Plan Area. This
permitting, mitigation and conservation strategy is a component of the BRCP and will address
impacts to waters of the U.S. and state, including all wetlands, riparian habitat, and other waters
regulated by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for compliance
with the Clean Water Act, Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, and state Fish and Game Code.

2.3.3 Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill

As with Alternative 2, this alternative consists of issuance of ITPs by USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW;
approval and execution of the Implementing Agreement (IA) for the BRCP; and implementation of
the BRCP by the Permit Applicants, although the BRCP would differ as described below. The
Reduced Development/Reduced Fill Alternative combines the reduced development alternatives
described in the Local Agencies’ general plan EIRs to create a single reduced development/reduced
fill footprint. Under the Local Agencies’ general plan alternatives, there would be either a reduction
in the development footprint for the respective jurisdiction such that the development would be
concentrated closer to urban centers or a reduction in the total dwelling units and
commercial/industrial square footage such that less development would occur. Summaries of each
of these general plan alternatives are provided below.

e Butte County: Concentrated Growth Alternative. The Concentrated Growth Alternative
would provide for approximately 500 more new residential units than the Butte County General
Plan 2030 preferred alternative for a total of 14,200 dwelling units. This alternative includes the
same amount of new industrial space and 200,000 more square feet of new commercial space.
However, development would be directed toward the existing urban areas. Outlying areas are
instead designated for very low-density residential, agriculture, and resource conservation.
Higher density development would occur in and around the existing urban areas. Following is
the approximate projected 2030 buildout of the Concentrated Growth Alternative.

o 14,200 dwelling units.
o 2 million square feet commercial.
o 1.1 million square feet industrial space.

e City of Chico: Increased Density Alternative. The Increased Density Alternative has less
development than General Plan 2030 and would not include the Bell Muir and Doe Mill/Honey
Run developments (referred to as “Special Planning Area 3” in General Plan 2030). Higher
density development would occur through infill and redevelopment of the 17 Opportunity Sites,
and limited expansion would occur north and south in three special planning areas, with no
expansion to the east or west. The Increased Density Alternative would provide for fewer new
residential units (approximately 4,000) than General Plan 2030. This alternative also includes
1.0 million fewer square feet of industrial uses and a similar number of square feet of
commercial uses as General Plan 2030. This alternative focuses development in targeted
locations within the city. Following is the approximate projected 2030 buildout of the Increased
Density Alternative.
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o 59,344 dwelling units.
o 20.1 million square feet of industrial space.
o 17.8 million square feet of commercial space.

e (City of Oroville: Neighborhood Focused Growth Alternative. The Neighborhood Focused
Growth Alternative would provide for approximately 3,300 fewer new residential units than
General Plan 2030. This alternative also includes 200,000 fewer square feet of industrial uses
and 4.6 million fewer square feet of commercial uses. This alternative focuses development in
targeted locations within the city. Land use designations in most of these areas would be
modified to better improve the viability of the commercial centers by placing more people
within shorter distances of retail establishments or office uses. Following is the approximate
projected 2030 buildout of the Neighborhood Focused Growth Alternative.

o 24,300 dwelling units.
o 8.4 million square feet of industrial space.
o 17.6 million square feet of commercial space.

e City of Gridley: Centralized Development Alternative. The Centralized Development
Alternative assumes a reduced footprint of only 563 acres as compared to the 2030 General Plan
(i.e., approximately half the acreage) and would provide for fewer new residential units
(between approximately 2,600 and 3,200) than General Plan 2030. This alternative would
provide for similar amounts of land available for future commercial development and industrial
development as compared to the 2030 General Plan. This alternative focuses development in
targeted locations within the city. Following is the approximate projected 2030 buildout of the
Centralized Development Alternative.

o 2,600-3,200 dwelling units.
o 427 acres of industrial space.
o 240 acres of commercial space.

e C(City of Biggs: Alternative 3 - Reduced Western Expansion Alternative. Under this
alternative, the city would modify the proposed General Plan Land Use Map to preclude the
inclusion of any additional lands west of the Union Pacific railroad tracks that traverse through
Biggs between Seventh and Eighth Streets. This alternative would have the effect of omitting
approximately 933 acres of land from the Planning Area proposed for Heavy Industrial, Light
Industrial, Low Density Residential, and Agricultural Industrial land use designations.

Covered activities under this alternative would be similar to those described in the BRCP but would
be limited to the reduced development footprint and to a permit term of 30 years. The conservation
strategy would be similar to that of the BRCP because it would apply similar natural community
acreage limitations. Alternative 3 would also reduce impacts on waters of the United States. It would
aim to reduce the potential impacts on jurisdictional waters, including wetlands, by reducing the
amount of overall development anticipated to occur within the Plan Area and by applying the
acreage limitations to jurisdictional waters as described in the BRCP. This also includes reduced
dredge or fill of jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands, by reducing or
eliminating the types of covered activities identified in the BRCP associated with bridges and
transportation projects. However, though the conservation measures (and any activities undertaken
by the water districts or irrigation districts) would be the same as under the proposed action, there
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would be an overall reduced amount and extent of conserved lands under this alternative because
less development would occur over a shorter time period. Table 2-10 quantifies the natural
communities affected by Alternative 3 and Table 2-11 quantifies the waters of the United States
affected by the alternative. Figure 2-6 identifies the general locations of these types of wetlands or
other waters.

Table 2-10. Potential Natural Communities Affected by the Reduced Development/Reduced Fill
Alternative (acres)

Natural Land Use Categories

Community/ Resource

Land Cover Type Commercial Industrial Residential Management Other Public Total

Oak Woodland and 158 343 3,830 2 87 165 4,585

Savanna?

GrasslandP 653 1,259 4,072 11 232 202 6,429

Riparian® 28 157 353 1 39 175 754

Wetlandd 2 4 38 0 5 0 49

Aquatice 2 0 8 0 4 55 69

Agricultural Landsf 24 166 643 46 293 28 1,201

Total 867 1,929 8,944 60 660 625 13,087

Assumptions:

1. If county and city land use areas overlapped, city information was selected.

2. The Other land use category includes all land uses that did not fit within the description of the six general
land use categories (i.e., agriculture, commercial, industrial, public, residential, and resource
management) or were described in Table 2-1 of the BRCP.

3. Areas from the City of Chico that were attributed as outside the sphere of influence, but within the
planning area of Chico, were removed.

4. There are a total of approximately 629 acres designated as “blank” for Butte County and the City of Chico,
and this means that these acres do not have general plan land uses included in the datasets. Therefore,
they are left out of the analysis. Butte County and the City of Chico are the only two general plans that
have land uses that fit within the general land use category of resource management.

5. The City of Gridley was not included in the footprint of the reduced development because GIS information
was unavailable for this city. Therefore, it is incorporated qualitatively into the analysis of Alternative 3 in
this EIS/EIR.

6. In general, the Local Agencies’ general plans and Table 2-1 in the BRCP were used to match GIS data with

the six general categories of land uses (i.e., agriculture, commercial, industrial, public, residential, and
resource management). However, there were individual circumstances where the general plans or Table
2-1 did not describe a land use identified in the GIS data; therefore, assumptions were made on a case-by-
case basis as to what one of the six general land use categories to assign the GIS data.

Includes: Blue oak savanna, Blue oak woodland, Live oak woodland, and mixed oak woodland.
Includes: Grassland and Grassland with vernal swale complex.

Includes: Cottonwood-willow and valley oak riparian forest, Willow scrub, Herbaceous riparian river bar,
Dredger tailings with riparian.

Includes: Emergent wetland, Managed seasonal wetland, and Managed wetland.
Includes: Open water-all, Open water-stream channel (linear miles), Major canal, Ponds.
Includes: Rice and Irrigated pasture and irrigated cropland.
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Butte County Association of Governments Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-11. Existing and Affected Waters of the United States under the Reduced
Development/Reduced Fill Alternative in the Plan Area

Total in the

Type of Wetland or Other Water Plan Area Alternative 3
Potential Wetlands - Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands (acres)?2 3,999 298
Potential Wetlands - Riparian Habitats (acres)® 22,149 345
Potential Wetlands - Perennial Emergentc 4,440 35
Potential Wetlands - Artificial Typesd 33,815 57
Non-Wetland Waters (number of ponds)e 465 45

Total Waters of the United States (acres) 64,868 735

a Acreages are based on BRCP’s density assumptions detailed in Chapter 6 of the BRCP and include the
following habitat types: Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands in Grasslands with Swale Complexes,
Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands in Grasslands, Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands
associated with Streams.

b Only portions of riparian habitats meet jurisdictional criteria under CWA Section 404, but all areas meet
jurisdictional criteria under Section 1602 and include the following habitat types: Cottonwood-Willow
Riparian Forest, Valley Oak Riparian Forest, Willow Scrub, Herbaceous Riparian and River Bar, Dredger
Tailings with Riparian Forest and Scrub-Stream, Dredger Tailings with Riparian Forest and Scrub-Non-
Stream.

¢ Includes the habitat type: Emergent Wetland.

d Based on BRCP assumptions detailed in Chapter 6 of the BRCP and includes the habitat types: Managed
Wetland, Managed Seasonal Wetland, Rice -jurisdictional portion, and Irrigated pasture, cropland-
jurisdictional portion.

e Includes the habitat types: stock ponds. Open Waters, Major Canals and Rivers, Streams and Agricultural
Channels have zero acres and linear miles impacted.

Alternative 3 is expected to result in a reduction of approximately 11,000 acres (50%) of potential
natural communities affected as compared to the proposed action. It is expected to result in a
reduction of approximately 61 acres (approximately 8%) of waters of the United States as compared
to the proposed action. Table 2-12a compares the differences between the two alternatives by
natural community, and Table 2-12b compares the differences between the two alternatives by
waters of the United States.
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Table 2-12a. Differences between the Reduced Development/Reduced Fill Alternative and the
Proposed Action (acres)

Proposed Action? Alternative 3 Differenceb

0Oak Woodland and Savannac 11,324 4,585 6,739
Grasslandd 9,084 6,429 2,655
Ripariane 346 754 -408
Wetlandf 48 49 -1
Aquatics 0 69 -69
Agricultureh 3,822 1,201 2,621

Total 24,624 13,087 11,537

a [nformation was taken from Table 4-5 in the BRCP.

b Note that a negative number means an increase in acreage of impacted habitat under Alternative 3-
Reduced Development/Reduced Fill.

¢ Includes: Blue oak savanna, Blue oak woodland, Live oak woodland, and mixed oak woodland.

d Includes: Grassland and Grassland with vernal swale complex.

e Includes: Cottonwood-willow and valley oak riparian forest, Willow scrub, Herbaceous riparian river bar,
Dredger tailings with riparian habitat (e.g., Forest/Scrub, Forest Scrub NSA, Sparse Herbaceous
Vegetation).

f Includes: Emergent wetland, Managed seasonal wetland, and Managed wetland.

g Includes: Open water - all, Open water - stream channel (linear miles), Major canal, Ponds.

b Includes: Rice and Irrigated pasture and irrigated cropland.

Table 2-12h. Differences between the Reduced Development/Reduced Fill Alternative and the
Proposed Action for Waters of the United States (acres)

Type of Wetland or Other Water Proposed Action Alternative 3 Difference
Potential Wetlands - Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal 303 298 5
Wetlands (acres)?
Potential Wetlands - Riparian Habitats (acres)b 345 345 0
Potential Wetlands - Perennial Emergent (acres)¢ 35 35 0
Potential Wetlands - Artificial Types (acres)d 113 57 56
Non-Wetland Waters (number of ponds)e 25 45 -20

Total Waters of the United States (acres)f 796 735 61

a Acreages are based on BRCP’s density assumptions detailed in Chapter 6 of the BRCP and include the
following habitat types: Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands in Grasslands with Swale Complexes,
Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands in Grasslands, Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetlands
associated with Streams.

b Only portions of riparian habitats meet jurisdictional criteria under CWA Section 404, but all areas meet
jurisdictional criteria under Section 1602 and include the following habitat types: Cottonwood-Willow
Riparian Forest, Valley Oak Riparian Forest, Willow Scrub, Herbaceous Riparian and River Bar, Dredger
Tailings with Riparian Forest and Scrub-Stream, Dredger Tailings with Riparian Forest and Scrub-Non-
Stream.

¢ Includes the habitat type: Emergent Wetland.

d Based on BRCP assumptions detailed in Chapter 6 of the BRCP and includes the habitat types: Managed
Wetland, Managed Seasonal Wetland, Rice -jurisdictional portion, and Irrigated pasture, cropland-
jurisdictional portion.

e Includes the habitat types: stock ponds. Open Waters, Major Canals and Rivers, Streams and Agricultural
Channels have zero acres and linear miles impacted.

f Note that the Total Waters of the United States are presented in acres and, therefore, the Non-Wetland
Waters (number of ponds) are not included in this total.
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2.3.4 Alternative 4—Greater Conservation

As with Alternative 2, this alternative consists of issuance of ITPs by USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW;
approval and execution of the Implementing Agreement (IA) for the BRCP; and implementation of
the BRCP by the Permit Applicants, although the BRCP would differ as described below. The Greater
Conservation Alternative would increase the target amount of certain natural community types to
be conserved under the conservation strategy. This alternative would maintain the same Plan Area,
covered species, covered activities, and conservation measures as the BRCP, but would modify the
proposed conservation strategy to increase conservation of two land cover types: grasslands and
rice. The increase in these land cover types, as compared to the BRCP, is expected to provide
additional habitat and protection expected to exceed the needs of certain covered species (e.g.,
Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and giant garter snake). This alternative would increase
grasslands conserved by 9,850 acres (an approximately 20% increase) and increase rice
conservation by 35,310 acres (an approximately 90% increase) as compared to the proposed action.
The Greater Conservation Alternative would result in approximately 51,955 and up to 78,140 total
acres of grasslands and rice conservation, respectively. Table 2-13 below identifies the projected
acreages for natural community acquisition targets for this alternative and the proposed action.

Table 2-13. Natural Community Acquisition Targets (Greater Conservation Alternative acres/Proposed
Action acres)

Natural Total Conservation Acquisition Zone (CAZ) Protection Targets
Community Existing Total
and Land inPlan  Sierra Cascade Northern Southern Sacramento Protection
Cover Type Area Foothills Foothills Orchards Orchards Basin River Target
Grassland
Grassland 68,124 15,745/ 12,5515/ 1,565 430 300 0 30,555/
10,260 8,150 20,705
Grassland 34,110 4,820 14,960 990 0 630 0 21,400/
with vernal 21,400
swale
complex
Subtotal 102,234 20,565/ 27,475/ 2,555 430 930 0 51,955/
15,080 23,110 42,105
Agricultural Lands
Rice 120,316 0 0 0-2,050/ 0-1,230/ 0-74,655/ 0-205/ 0-78,140/
1,865 0 35,920 205 37,990
Irrigated 21,572 2370/ O 2,120/ 4,270/ 0/0 0 8,760/
pasture and 1,240 1,160 2,440 4,840
irrigated
cropland
Subtotal 141,889 2,370/ 0 2,120-4,170/ 4,270-5,500/ 0-74,655/ 0-205/ 8,760-86,900/
(acreage) 1,240 3,025 2,440 35,920 205 42,830

Note: Only one number is shown when it is the same for both alternatives.

2.4 References

Butte County Association of Governments. 2015. Butte Regional Conservation Plan: Balancing Growth
and Conservation. February. Chico, CA. Prepared by Science Applications International
Corporation (SAIC), Sacramento, CA.
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Chapter 3

Approach to the Analysis

3.1

This chapter discusses common terminology used in this EIS/EIR, its organization, the approach
taken to define existing conditions and analyze the effects of the permits and action alternatives.
Resource discussions in Chapters 4 through 15 focus on those topical areas that have the potential to
be significantly affected by the proposed action or action alternatives.

Terminology

Application of NEPA and CEQA Principles and

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, NEPA and CEQA require preparation of an environmental analysis
to evaluate the potential environmental effects of proposed actions (and alternatives to those
actions) that are subject to governmental approval. While many concepts are common to NEPA and
CEQA, there are several differences between the two in terminology, procedures, environmental
document content, and substantive mandates to protect the environment. For this EIS/EIR, the more
rigorous of the two laws was applied in cases in which NEPA and CEQA differ. Table 3-1 compares

NEPA and CEQA terminology.

Table 3-1. Correlated NEPA and CEQA Terminology

NEPA Term

CEQA Term

Environmental Impact Statement
Notice of Intent

EPA Filing/Federal Register Notice and Agency/
Public Review (also known as a Notice of Availability)

Record of Decision

Cooperating Agency

Purpose and Need; Objectives and Constraints
Proposed Action and Alternatives

No Action Alternative

Environmental Consequences

Affected Environment

Although none are specified in NEPA, CEQ regulations
require an EIS to identify the direct and indirect effects
“and their significance” (40 CFR 1502.16)

Environmental Impact Report
Notice of Preparation

Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability

Notice of Determination/Findings/Statement
of Overriding Considerations

Responsible Agency

Project Objectives

Proposed Project and Alternatives
No Project Alternative
Environmental Impacts
Environmental Setting

Threshold of Significance/Significant Impacts
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3.2

Resource Topics Considered

Resource considerations in this EIS/EIR were derived from the CEQ regulations for implementing
NEPA, Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, and input received from the public during the
scoping period. Based on this information, BCAG and USFWS have determined that the proposed
action or action alternatives could affect the following resources.

3.3

Chapter 4—Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Chapter 5—Air Quality and Climate Change

Chapter 6—Biological Resources

Chapter 7—Cultural Resources

Chapter 8—Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, and Paleontological Resources
Chapter 9—Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality

Chapter 10—Land Use Planning and Consistency

Chapter 11—Noise

Chapter 12—Public Services and Public Utilities

Chapter 13—Recreation, Open Space, and Visual Resources

Chapter 14—Population and Housing, Socioeconomics, and Environmental Justice

Chapter 15—Transportation

Resource Chapter Organization and NEPA/CEQA
Requirements

Each resource chapter of this EIS/EIR describes the affected environment (existing conditions),
explains the methodology and significance criteria considered, and discusses the environmental
impacts and mitigation measures. Specifically, Chapters 4 through 15 are organized into three
primary sections: Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Cumulative Impacts, as
shown below.

Affected Environment

o Regulatory Setting

o Environmental Setting
Environmental Consequences

o Methods for Impact Analysis
o Significance Criteria

o Impacts and Mitigation

o Cumulative Impacts
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CEQA and NEPA allow incorporation by reference of existing documents used to prepare each
resource chapter. This EIS/EIR incorporates by reference information or analysis from several
existing plans and supporting environmental documents that were developed concurrently with the
BRCP planning process. As stipulated in the State CEQA Guidelines 15150(c), where an EIR uses
incorporation by reference, the incorporated part of the referenced document shall be briefly
summarized or described. Similar requirements are provided by NEPA (40 CFR 1502.21). The
existing plans and supporting environmental documents that are incorporated by reference are listed
below. In addition, the impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Local Agencies’ general plan
EIRs are compiled in Appendix C.

The Butte County General Plan 2030 (County General Plan 2030) was adopted in 2010 by the
Butte County Board of Supervisors. The County GP 2030 was developed in a manner that
anticipates the approval and implementation of the BRCP and its incorporation into the general
plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element. The County GP 2030 is a comprehensive update of
the Butte County General Plan. This includes the Land Use Element, Housing Element, Economic
Development Element, Agricultural Element, Water Resources Element, Circulation Element,
Conservation and Open Space Element, Health and Safety Element, Public Facilities and Services
Element, and the Area and Neighborhood Plans Element (Butte County 2012a).

The Butte County General Plan 2030 Final EIR (County General Plan EIR) was certified in October,
2010, by the Butte County Board of Supervisors (SCH No. 2008092062) (Butte County 2010).

The Final Supplemental EIR (SEIR) for a proposed general plan amendment (GPA) to the County
GP 2030 and a zoning ordinance update was released in September 2012 (Butte County 2012b).

The City of Oroville’s 2030 General Plan was adopted in June 2009 by the Oroville City Council
(City of Oroville 2009a). The plan provides the fundamental basis for the City's land use,
development, and conservation policy, and represents the basic community values, ideals, and
aspirations that will govern the city's growth through 2030 (CEQANet 2013a). This general plan
addresses all aspects of development, including: land use, community character, circulation and
transportation, open space, natural resources and conservation, public facilities and services,
safety, and noise (CEQANet 2013a).

The City of Oroville’s 2030 Final EIR was adopted in June 2009 by the Oroville City Council (SCH
No. 2008022024) (City of Oroville 2009b).

The City of Chico 2030 General Plan was adopted in April 2011 by the Chico City Council (City of
Chico 2011a). The plan is a comprehensive update of the existing 1994 General Plan (CEQANet
2013b). The 2030 General Plan includes the seven state-required elements of a general plan
(Land Use, Transportation, Housing, Open Space, Noise, Safety, and Conservation), as well as the
following additional elements: Sustainability, Downtown, Community Design, Parks, Public
Facilities and Services, Cultural Resources/Historic Preservation, and Economic Development
(CEQANet 2013Db).

The City of Chico 2030 General Plan Final EIR was adopted in April 2011 by the Chico City Council
(SCH No.2008122038) (City of Chico 2011b).

The City of Gridley 2030 General Plan was adopted in January 2010 by the Gridley City Council
(City of Gridley 2010). Full implementation of the general plan could result in: the construction of
up to 3,850 to 4,700 housing units; additional population growth of up to 9,000 to 12,000 people;
addition of up to 1 to 1.3 million square feet of commercial building space; addition of up to 3.2 to
4 million square feet of building space for industrial, light industrial, and agricultural processing
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uses; parks; schools; open space for conservation, buffering and drainage, and recreation; and
other land uses (CEQANet 2013c).

e The City of Gridley 2030 General Plan Final EIR was adopted in January 2010 by the Gridley City
Council (SCH No. 2008072007) (City of Gridley 2009).

e The City of Biggs 2030 General Plan was finalized in March 2014. Each general plan element
contains a brief discussion of the legal requirements; goals, policies, and actions to address
required topics; and narrative text, as necessary, to provide understanding of the issues
addressed. Goals state an ideal resolution of the issue under consideration. The plan has four
main purposes: (1) to enable the Biggs Planning Commission and City Council to reach agreement
on long-range development policies, (2) to provide a basis for judging whether specific private
development proposals and public projects are in harmony with City policies, (3) to allow other
public agencies and private developers to design projects that are consistent with City policies or
to seek changes in those policies through the process of amending the General Plan, and (4) to
provide an agreement between the City and outside agencies for development in unincorporated
portions of the planning area (City of Biggs 2014a; CEQANet 2013d).

e The City of Biggs General Plan Draft EIR was released in October 2013 (SHC No. 2012072025)
(CEQANet 2013d). The final EIR was published in March 2014 (City of Biggs 2014b).

A BRCP biological constraints map was used to inform the general plan updates and to develop
alternatives that avoided and minimized impacts of general plan actions on sensitive habitats
supporting covered species. These preferred alternatives were incorporated into the BRCP covered
activities.

3.3.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment section in Chapters 4 through 15 establishes the baseline for that resource.
Under CEQA, the baseline for assessing significance of impacts of the proposed or alternative actions
is normally the environmental setting, or existing conditions, at the time an NOP is issued (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]). The word normally in this context indicates that CEQA lead
agencies have the discretion, where appropriate, to fully or partially update baseline conditions
beyond the time of issuance of the NOP up until the time of project approval. The baseline is
developed to assess the significance of impacts of the proposed or alternative actions in relation to
the existing conditions at the time of the NOP. Neither NEPA nor the CEQ Regulations for
implementing NEPA contain a specific directive for using a baseline for determining an action’s
significant effects on the quality of the human environment. However, the alternatives should present
the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply
defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options for the decision maker and
the public (40 CFR 1502.14). Therefore, the point of measurement for determining impacts under
NEPA for the proposed action and action alternatives is the same as the CEQA baseline.

For the purposes of this EIS/EIR, one baseline is used, and the assumptions include facilities and
ongoing programs that existed as of January 9, 2013 (publication date of the most recent NOP and
NOI to prepare this EIS/EIR) that could affect or could be affected by implementation of the proposed
action or alternatives.

The No Action Alternative differs from the baseline in that, as described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action
and Alternatives, the No Action Alternative assumes continuation of existing plans, policies, and
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operations, meaning, for instance, that all general plans would be fully implemented as described in
the EIRs for those plans incorporated by reference in this EIS/EIR. The No Action Alternative
incorporates programs adopted during the early stages of development of this EIS/EIR, facilities that
are permitted or under construction during the early stages of development of this EIS/EIR, and
projects that are permitted or are assumed to be constructed by 2035, which encompasses the
planning horizon for many of the general plans and the RTP in the Plan Area.

Regulatory Setting

The regulatory setting section in Chapters 4 through 15 describes the laws, regulations, and policies
that affect the resource or the assessment of impacts on the specific resource. The section establishes
the regulatory framework for the analysis of each resource. Regulations that apply to all resource
topics, including the ESA, NCCPA, NEPA, and CEQA, are described in Chapters 1 and 2.

Environmental Setting

The environmental setting section in Chapters 4 through 15 characterizes the existing physical
environment for the specific resource and describes historic changes and trends affecting it. Existing
information is used, when available, to describe baseline for each resource. Where possible, this
information is supplemented through site-specific assessment(s). In addition, this section may
define resource-specific study areas that are within the overall Plan Area.

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences

Methods for Impact Analysis

Chapters 4 through 15 each include a description of the resource-specific methodology used to
identify and assess the potential environmental impacts that would result from implementation of
the proposed action or alternative actions.

Significance Criteria

The significance criteria section in Chapters 4 through 15 describes thresholds of significance and
other criteria to determine the significance of impacts. The thresholds and criteria for determining
the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the Environmental Checklist in Appendix G
of the State CEQA Guidelines and other resource-specific sources as described in each chapter. The
thresholds and criteria derived from the checklist have been modified as appropriate to meet the
circumstances of the alternatives (Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 23, Section 3777, subd. [a][2]).

Impacts and Mitigation

Impact Analysis and Determination

Chapters 4 through 15 each include an evaluation of the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed action or action alternatives. Under NEPA,
the purpose of an EIS is to describe and disclose the impacts of the alternatives. Under CEQA,
however, the significance of the impact needs to be described. A significant impact on the
environment is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the
environment (PRC Section 21068). Therefore, to facilitate both CEQA and NEPA reviews, the
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Environmental Consequences sections in Chapters 4 through 15 document and describe potential
resource-specific impacts, including a threshold of significance (to satisfy CEQA), mitigation that

Approach to the Analysis

would reduce significant impacts, and a statement of each impact’s significance before and after
mitigation. The potential impact findings used in this document are defined below.

No Impact. This impact would cause no discernible change in the environment as measured by
the applicable significance criteria; therefore, no mitigation would be required.

Less than Significant. This impact would cause no substantial adverse change in the
environment as measured by the applicable significance criteria; therefore, no mitigation would
be required.

Significant. This impact would cause a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions of
the environment. Impacts determined to be significant based on the applicable significance
criteria fall into two categories: (1) those impacts for which there is feasible mitigation available
that would avoid or reduce the environmental impacts to less-than-significant levels, and (2)
those impacts for which there is either no feasible mitigation available or for which, even with
implementation of feasible mitigation measures, there would remain a significant impact on the
environment. Those impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation
are identified as significant and unavoidable.

Significant and Unavoidable. This impact would cause a substantial adverse change in the
environment and cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant level if the proposed
action is implemented. Even if the impact finding is still considered significant with the
application of mitigation, the applicant is obligated to incorporate all feasible measures to reduce
the severity of the impact.

Throughout this EIS/EIR, impacts are identified as temporary or permanent direct effects. These
terms apply differently to different resources and are defined, where relevant, in each individual
resource chapter. In some cases, impacts are treated as direct and permanent even though the impact
mechanism would end following construction. For example, impacts on terrestrial biological
resources that would end following construction activities are nonetheless treated as direct and
permanent impacts for the purposes of impact analysis. Such a definition represents a conservative
characterization of the impact. For other resources, however, such as noise, when construction
ceases, so do related impacts associated with construction. In these cases, impacts are characterized
as direct and temporary.

Impacts are also characterized as indirect. Indirect impacts are a secondary consequence of activities
that may occur later in time or are farther removed in distance from the direct effects of the activities.

Chapter 16, Other NEPA and CEQA Required Analyses, addresses significant irreversible and
irretrievable changes, short-term uses versus long-term productivity, selection of the
environmentally superior/preferable alternatives, and a summary of significant and unavoidable
impacts under CEQA.

Mitigation Measures

Specific measures are proposed in this EIS/EIR, when necessary, to avoid, reduce, minimize, or
compensate for adverse environmental effects of the proposed action or action alternatives. The term
mitigation is described for each resource and designates measures required to reduce residual
environmental impacts after considering the application of all conservation measures and avoidance
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and minimization measures included in the BRCP. Because future development under the Local
Agencies’ general plans is a component of the covered activities, the indirect effects of each covered
activity are assessed using the EIRs for those general plans. As described above, the Local Agencies’
general plan EIRs are incorporated by reference in this document, including mitigation measures
identified in the general plan EIRs to reduce impacts identified in those EIRs. These mitigation
measures are expected to apply to all covered activities unless otherwise noted. Activities performed
by Caltrans or the water and irrigation districts would not be subject to the general plan EIR
mitigation measures.

Mitigation is also presented to meet CEQA’s specific requirement that, whenever possible, agency
decision makers adopt feasible mitigation to reduce a project’s significant impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Although NEPA does not impose a similar procedural obligation on federal agencies
as CEQA requires, the practice to adopt feasible mitigation whenever possible to reduce a project’s
significant impact, is consistent with NEPA'’s intent that mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to
ensure that environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated.

Mitigation measures included in this EIS/EIR are considered to be potentially feasible by the authors
of the document; however, the ultimate determination of feasibility can be made only by agency
decision makers. This EIS/EIR addresses whether mitigation presented would reduce an impact to a
less-than-significant level, based on the thresholds of significance presented in each resource
chapter.

Cumulative Impacts

Under CEQA, cumulative impacts are “two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15355; Public Res. Code Section 21083[b]). CEQ’s regulations for
implementing NEPA define a cumulative effect as

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or
nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. (40 CFR Section 1508.7.)

The focus of the cumulative impacts section for each resource in this EIS/EIR is whether the
proposed action’s incremental contribution to any significant cumulative impact is cumulatively
considerable and, thus, significant in and of itself (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065[a][3]).

For this EIS/EIR, cumulative impacts were identified based on: (1) information extracted from
existing environmental documents or studies for the resource categories potentially affected by each
project, (2) investigation of future project plans by other state and federal agencies and private
entities, and (3) knowledge of expected effects of similar projects (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15130, subd. [a][1]).

Past and Present Actions in the Plan Area

The description of the affected environment in Chapters 4 through 15 is a product of past and
ongoing actions that have shaped environmental conditions in the region. This section provides a
brief summary of these past and ongoing actions that have contributed to (and continue to contribute
to) cumulative impacts. Because some ongoing actions are covered activities under the proposed
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action, only reasonably foreseeable future actions not included as part of the proposed action are
described below.

Agriculture and Urban Development

Land conversion in the Plan Area includes the conversion of natural lands to farmland, the
subsequent conversion of farmland to urban and rural residential uses, and the direct conversion of
natural lands to urban and rural residential uses. Land conversion can also include conversion of
farmland back into natural lands, although this is less common. Rice production dominates the
southwestern section of the Plan Area. To the north, rice production ceases, and orchards become the
dominant land cover type.

Agricultural lands in the Central Valley represent an altered landscape that retains little resemblance
to the historical (pre-European settlement) condition. Formerly consisting of extensive wetlands,
open grasslands, broad riparian systems, and oak woodlands, the conversion to agriculture has
removed most of these native habitats. However, while generally supporting a less diverse
community of wildlife compared with most native habitats, some agricultural systems, if managed
properly, can continue to support abundant wildlife and provide essential breeding, foraging, and
roosting habitat for many resident and migrant wildlife species. The development of orchards and
row crops has reduced or eliminated habitat for many species (especially plant species) whose
habitat requirements are not compatible with these agricultural landscapes. In addition, the land
disturbances associated with farming have contributed to sedimentation of waterways, and use of
fertilizers and pesticides (including rodenticides) also have contributed to water pollution and may
have contributed (directly and indirectly) to species mortality.

Although farming has resulted in adverse effects on natural conditions in the Central Valley, farmland
and cropland is used as habitat for various species. These species include giant garter snake (rice and
agricultural ditches), western pond turtle (agricultural ditches and canals), Swainson’s hawk
(foraging in hay, grain, and row crops), burrowing owl (various agricultural types with ground
squirrel burrows), white-tailed kite (foraging in hay and grain), and tricolored black-bird (foraging in
hay and grain). Similarly, grazing has altered habitat conditions for many species and has contributed
to water pollution, but appropriately managed grazing and rangeland can be compatible with the
habitat needs of these species and several vernal pool species. Farming and grazing are expected to
continue in and around portions of the Plan Area currently used for agriculture. Farmlands are
subject to continuing shifts in crop types depending on various factors, including local, national, and
global economic conditions. Shifts in farmland uses are not proposed as covered activities but are
reasonably expected to occur in the future. It is not possible, however, to predict how crops may
change over the 50-year permit term.

A substantial amount of farmland and grazing land in the Plan Area has been converted to urban
development and rural residential development over the past several decades. This has resulted in a
further decrease in habitat because the habitat conditions provided by farmlands and grazing lands
have been lost. Urbanization affected plants and wildlife through nitrogen deposition, erosion and
sedimentation, pollution of waterways, and disruption of movement habitat linkages.

Infrastructure Development and Operation

Agricultural and urban development in the Plan Area has been accompanied by the development of
infrastructure to support these land uses. Some of the major infrastructure development activities
and general effects on species and their habitats are described below.
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e Water Supply Development. There are numerous surface water diversions in the Plan Area
from the major rivers and creeks, such as the Sacramento and Feather Rivers. The majority of the
surface water supply used by Butte County residents and businesses originates in the Feather
River watershed and is stored in Lake Oroville as part of the State Water Project (SWP). Surface
water diversions serve approximately 69% of the county’s water needs; the remainder is
supplemented by groundwater. Approximately 75% of the county’s residential water supply is
extracted from groundwater (Butte County 2010). Past and present projects have also
transferred water out of the county. For example, both the Butte County-Westside Districts Multi-
Year State Water Project Table A Water Transfer (NorthStar Environmental 2012) and the Butte
Water District 2012 Water Transfer Program (Butte Water District 2012) committed to transfer a
certain amount of either surface water or groundwater out of Butte County to other counties and
water purveyors in California. It is anticipated these types of water transfers would continue in
the future.

There are several major dams within and upstream of the Plan Area that allow for storage of
upstream runoff for release during the summer season in and downstream of the Plan Area.
These include Paradise Dam and Oroville Dam on the Feather River, both outside of the Plan Area
to the east, and Thermalito Diversion Dam, also on the Feather River, within the Plan Area. The
offstream reservoirs, Thermalito Forebay, and Thermalito Afterbay serve hydroelectric power
needs and agricultural irrigation and recreation purposes, respectively. Operations of Lake
Oroville and Oroville Dam dictate flows on the Lower Feather River. Prior to the development of
the Oroville Dam, the County negotiated with the State of California to receive an allocation of
water for growth and future needs within the county as a SWP contractor. These types of water
supply projects completely blocked upstream passage of anadromous Central Valley spring-run
Chinook salmon, Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon, and California Central Valley steelhead,
causing these runs to be completely altered. These hydropower projects also substantially
changed flows and temperatures in waterways, such as the Feather River, downstream of the
dams. The hydrologic changes altered the geomorphology of the river such that natural
recruitment of wood and gravels was severely altered, creating poor quality riparian habitat
conditions downstream of the dams. Over the past 15 years, concerted efforts to restore Butte
Creek for listed salmonids have included the removal of many dams and water diversions along
the length of Butte Creek in an effort to restore fish passage for CV spring-run Chinook salmon
and CCV steelhead. These improvements have reduced juvenile entrainment and restored flows
to areas where fish passage was an issue.

e Restoration Projects. Several restoration programs, such as the CalFed Ecosystem Restoration
Program, have worked to restore habitat along Central Valley rivers. The multiple goals and
actions of this program support the recovery of at-risk native species and other species. These
types of restoration projects involve the rehabilitation of natural processes related to hydrology,
stream channels, sediment, floodplains, and ecosystem water quality and develop habitat
management and restoration actions, including restoration of river corridors, reconstruction of
channel floodplain interaction, and restoration of aquatic habitat.

e Flood Control Projects. The levee system and most of the larger dams provide flood protection
for farmlands in Sacramento Valley communities. Extensive work has been undertaken to bolster
flood protection for urban areas, which require a higher level of protection than agricultural
areas. Past and present flood control projects within the Plan Area include the following.

o Central Valley Flood Protection Act (2009). DWR prepared the Central Valley Flood
Protection Plan (CVFPP), which was adopted in June 2012. The CVFPP provides a
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comprehensive framework for system-wide flood management and flood-risk reduction in
the Central Valley. The CVFPA also establishes a new standard of 200-year flood protection
for urban areas in the Central Valley and requires this standard to be achieved by 2025.

o Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation. USACE and the State of California,
along with local partners, completed a comprehensive evaluation of the Sacramento River
Flood Control Program and initiated a flood-risk management program aimed at repairing,
raising, and strengthening urban levees, among other activities. This effort, known as the
Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation (commonly referred to as System
Evaluation) resulted in the repair of more than 70 miles of deficient levees by USACE. To
date, not all the authorized repairs have been completed, but efforts are continuing.

o Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers Comprehensive Study. The State of California and USACE
formulated comprehensive plans for flood-risk reduction and environmental restoration
following the 1997 flood. The study did result in a new set of engineering criteria for the
design and evaluation of urban levees and a greatly expanded scope and cost for the ongoing
urban levee improvement efforts on the Sacramento and American Rivers. The Central Valley
Integrated Flood Management Study (CVIFMS) is a continuation of the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Rivers Comprehensive Study in which USACE and the State are defining a long-range
program for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins and the corresponding level of
federal participation. This program will identify opportunities to reduce flood risk by
improving the flood capacity of the system while restoring and protecting floodplain and
environmental features, including wetlands and other fish and wildlife habitat.

o Sacramento River Bank Protection Project. USACE is responsible for implementation of
the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (SRBPP) in conjunction with its nonfederal
partner, Central Valley Flood Protection Bureau (CVFPB). The SRBPP is a continuing
construction project to provide existing levee and flood control facilities with protection
from erosion. To date, work has been carried out in two phases to protect over 800,000 feet
of levees.

o Sutter Basin Project. The Sutter Basin Project, part of which is included in the Plan Area, is
undergoing a feasibility study by USACE (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2011), Sacramento
District, to determine federal interest in implementing a flood-risk management (FRM)
project. The feasibility study will evaluate structural and nonstructural FRM measures,
including improvements to existing levees; construction of new levees; and other storage,
conveyance, and nonstructural options.

These projects generally have degraded instream and nearby wetland and riparian communities
in the Plan Area but may also have provided additional water in reservoirs to maintain instream
flows in the summer. Efforts have been underway to upgrade flood control systems while
restoring natural stream channels to the extent possible along the Sacramento and Feather
Rivers.

Park Acquisition and Management

A substantial amount of land preservation has occurred along with the urbanization of the Plan Area.
In addition to urban parks within the planning limits of urban growth, notable regional park areas
and other protected lands are as follows.

e John Bechtel Trust
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Bidwell Park

Sacramento River National Wildlife Refuge
Vina Plains Preserve

Sacramento River Wildlife Area

Rancho Llano Seco

Rancho Esquon

Dove Ridge

Table Mountain

Highway 149 Mitigation Lands

Oroville Wildlife Area

Gray Lodge Waterfowl Management Area
Upper Butte Wildlife Area

These parks and wildlife refuges preserve habitat in the Plan Area and benefit many covered species.

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects in the Plan Area

Reasonably foreseeable projects in the Plan Area that could affect covered species would be new
projects not considered part of the proposed action or action alternatives. Existing ongoing
operations or maintenance of facilities in the Plan Area by agencies not participating in BRCP would
continue as is and would be considered part of the baseline. The following general categories of
projects are considered new and, therefore, are considered reasonably foreseeable projects to be
addressed in the analysis of cumulative projects for each relevant resource topic.

Construction and operation of new flood control facilities on the Sacramento River under the
control of USACE that may be developed as a result of the flood programs discussed above (e.g.,
Sacramento River Bank Protection Project [U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2009], Sacramento
River Flood Control System Evaluation (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2012), Sutter Basin Project
[U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2011]) or new programs, such as the Feather River West Levee
Project (Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency 2013), which would install flood-risk reduction
measures along the west levee of the Feather River (e.g., building berms and putting in slurry
walls to reduce and minimize under and through seepage).

Construction and operation of new flood control facilities on the Feather River under control of
DWR (e.g., activities under the Central Valley Flood Protection Act, including the specific
conservation strategies and actions [California Department of Water Resources 2012]).

Operations of new water control facilities for water conveyance or flood management under the
control or responsibility of USACE, including in-channel construction and operation of new water
diversion facilities.

Operations of new water control facilities for water conveyance or flood management under the
control or responsibility of DWR, including in-channel construction and operation of new water
diversion facilities.
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e Emergency activities not defined as “changed circumstances” by the BRCP (Butte County
Association of Governments 2015).

e Ongoing agricultural land conversions (e.g., conversion of cropland to orchard).

e Water transfers by various water districts within the county to water purveyors in other
California counties.

The following specific projects are considered new and therefore are considered reasonably
foreseeable projects to be addressed in the resource-specific cumulative project analysis.

e FERCrelicense to reoperate Oroville hydroelectric facilities. The ongoing effort of DWR to
relicense the Orville Dam operations includes a BO from USFWS and NMFS issued in 2013
(California Department of Water Resources 2008).

e Yuba Sutter HCP/NCCP. This HCP/NCCP provides for the conservation and management of
covered state and federal species within approximately 470,000 acres in Yuba and Sutter
Counties. The parties involved include the County of Yuba, County of Sutter, Yuba City, City of
Live Oak, City of Wheatland, CDFW, and USFWS. Although a draft document is not currently
available, a Planning Agreement was drafted and signed by the parties in November 2011
(California Department of Fish and Game 2011).

Methods for Determining Cumulative Effects

Each resource chapter contains an analysis of the cumulative effects specific to that resource that
would potentially result due to implementation of the proposed action or action alternatives.
Potential cumulative effects associated with implementation of the proposed action or action
alternatives are analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively in this EIS/EIR. In many cases, the
resource-specific cumulative analysis is primarily qualitative and considers the contribution of the
proposed action or action alternatives to other programs, projects, and policies. As provided for
under CEQA (14 CCR 15130[b]) and consistent with NEPA (40 CFR 1508.7), the analysis of
cumulative impacts is evaluated at a level of detail sufficient for the Lead Agencies to use as a
reasonable basis for decision making in selecting between the alternatives.

3.4 Approach to Analyzing Alternatives Considered

As required by CEQA and NEPA, a no action alternative must be described and evaluated in an
EIS/EIR. Additionally, the proposed action alternative must be described and evaluated. The general
approach to analyzing each of these alternatives in Chapters 4 through 15 of this EIS/EIR is discussed
below.

34.1 Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) analysis in each resource chapter evaluates the expected
changes to the resource in the absence of the proposed action. This analysis generally follows a 50-
year study period to correspond with the permit term under the proposed action. As described in
Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, Alternative 1 encompasses most of the same activities
that would be covered activities under the proposed action. However, Alternative 1 analysis would
consider biological resources differently, as outlined below.
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e Biological resource impacts would be considered only for projects with discretionary action by
one of the Local Agencies or with a potential to adversely affect listed species (i.e., would require
consultation with USFWS, NMFS, and/or CDFW).

e Biological resource impacts would be considered on a project-by-project basis, with no regional
framework for impact avoidance and minimization.

e Biological resource mitigation would be considered on a project-by-project basis, with various
types of mitigation measures, developed independently for each project, including compensatory
mitigation in offsite areas. There would be no regional framework for conservation of covered
species or natural communities or preservation of habitat linkages.

Alternative 1 includes reasonably foreseeable activities in the Plan Area associated with urbanization
and associated infrastructure development, operation, and maintenance included in the various
planning documents of the Local Agencies. The general plan EIRs analyzed these activities, and
Alternative 1 includes these analyses by incorporating by reference and carries these conclusions
forward. Any mitigation included in these EIRs is incorporated by reference into the Alternative 1
analysis. In addition, typical best management practices (BMPs) used during construction by Caltrans
are also incorporated in Alternative 1, as these would occur whether or not the BRCP were to be
approved. The BMPs are summarized in Appendix D. The land use changes associated with these
activities would have various effects on each of the resources considered in this EIS/EIR, including
direct and indirect effects, temporary effects associated with construction, and long-term effects of
operation and maintenance. Conclusions about the significance of these impacts are based on the
extent of the expected land use changes and the adequacy of the regulatory framework (e.g., local
regulations and requirements) to provide effective mitigation.

3.4.2 Alternative 2—Proposed Action Alternative

The proposed action (Alternative 2) adds a regional framework for biological resource impact
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation, and natural community conservation. This is provided by
the BRCP and implemented as a result of wildlife agencies issuing permit(s). The impact analysis of
Alternative 2 focuses on how permit issuance could affect a resource differently than Alternative 1.
The analysis was based on the following.

e The BRCP conservation strategy would apply to all covered activities.

e All covered activities would be implemented using the avoidance and minimization measures
summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, Alternative 2—Proposed Action, of this EIS/EIR.

e Alternative 2 would include the acquisition and enhancement of a large, connected conservation
lands system, with coordinated management for the benefit of the covered species. This system
would have a substantially larger footprint (126,345 acres of land targeted for protection)
compared to the (unquantified) system of independent mitigation sites under Alternative 1.

e Acquisition and enhancement of the conservation lands system would be dispersed throughout
the Plan Area but would be directed toward the CAZs shown in Figure 2-1.

e Activities on the conservation lands system would be consistent with the conservation measures
described in the conservation strategy.

Unless affected by implementation of the proposed BRCP, impacts of Alternative 1 would also occur
under Alternative 2. This is because Alternative 1 encompasses the same urbanization and
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infrastructure development activities that are identified as covered activities under Alternative 2.
Therefore, the analysis in the BRCP addresses most of the reasonably foreseeable activities in the
Plan Area associated with urbanization and associated infrastructure development, operation, and
maintenance as performed by the designated Permit Applicants and uses the analysis in the general
plan EIRs accordingly. The analysis of Alternative 2 also describes how the general concepts
identified in the conservation strategy for biological resource mitigation could affect each of the
individual resources considered since the conservation strategy is part of Alternative 2. Thus, the
analysis of the BRCP focuses on the consequences of issuing the ITPs. The BRCP is based on extensive
consultation with the Permit Applicants and wildlife agencies resulting in a detailed database of
activities that allows for a quantitative analysis of anticipated changes in land uses as a result of
activities under Alternative 1 (i.e., covered activities under the BRCP) and the conservation strategy
of the BRCP. The land use changes associated with these activities would have various effects on each
of the resources considered in the BRCP and this EIS/EIR, including direct and indirect effects,
temporary effects associated with construction, and long-term effects of operation and maintenance.
Conclusions about the significance of these impacts are based on the extent of the expected land use
changes and the adequacy of the regulatory framework (e.g., local regulations and requirements) to
provide effective mitigation.

3.4.3 Alternatives 3 and 4—Other Action Alternatives

The other action alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4) would consist of modifications to the regional
framework for biological resource impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation and for natural
community conservation through various measures, as described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and
Alternatives. Alternatives 3 and 4 would likely result in wildlife agencies issuing permit(s), similar to
the proposed action. Therefore, the impact analysis of Alternatives 3 and 4 focuses on how permit
issuance could affect a resource. The land use changes associated with activities described in Chapter
2 for these alternatives would have various effects on each of the resources considered in the BRCP
and this EIS/EIR, including direct and indirect effects, temporary effects associated with construction,
and long-term effects of operation and maintenance. Conclusions about the significance of these
impacts are based on the extent of the expected land use changes and the adequacy of the existing
regulatory framework to provide effective mitigation.
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Chapter 4
Agricultural and Forestry Resources

4.1 Affected Environment

This section describes the regulatory and physical environmental setting for agricultural resources
in the Plan Area. Because the Plan Area does not extend above the elevation marking the boundary
of oak woodland savannah, the Plan is not expected to result in impacts on timber-producing
forests; consequently, forestry resources are not discussed further in this chapter.

4.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Federal

Farmland Protection Policy Act

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1984 requires federal agencies to consider how their
activities or responsibilities that involve financing or assisting construction of improvement
projects, or acquiring, managing, or disposing of federal land and facilities may affect farmland. This
act does not apply to projects related to federal permits or licensing; therefore, it is not applicable to
the BRCP.

State

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

The Department of Conservation (DOC) has the primary responsibility for reporting statewide
farmland data and trends. Under its Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), DOC
classifies farmlands using a system that combines technical soil ratings and current land use.
Descriptions of the FMMP categories are presented in Table 4-1. The minimum mapping unit for all
agricultural land categories except Grazing Land is 10 acres. The minimum mapping unit for Grazing
Land is 40 acres. The FMMP categorizes and maps Important Farmlands every 2 years on the basis
of information from local agencies. Counties may, at their discretion, establish criteria for the
designation of Farmland of Local Importance. Note that Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, and Unique Farmland are considered especially important agricultural resources. They
are often referred to collectively as important farmland.
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Table 4-1. Important Farmland Category Definitions

Farmland Category

Definition

Agricultural Lands
Prime Farmland

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

Farmland of
Statewide
Importance

This land is similar to Prime Farmland but with minor shortcomings, such as greater
slopes or less ability to hold and store moisture. Farmland of Statewide Importance
must have been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time during the
two update cycles prior to the mapping date.

Unique Farmland

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

Farmland of Local
Importance

This is land of importance to the local agricultural economy and is determined by each
county’s board of supervisors and local advisory committee.

Farmland of Local
Potential

In a few counties the, local advisory committee has elected to additionally define areas
of Local Potential (LP) farmland. This land includes soils that qualify for Prime
Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance, but are presently not cultivated or
irrigated.

Grazing Land

Grazing land is land on which the existing vegetation, whether grown naturally or
through management, is suitable for grazing or browsing of livestock.

Nonagricultural Lands

Urban and Built-up
Land

This is used for residential, industrial, commercial, construction, institutional, and
public administrative purposes; railroad yards; cemeteries; airports; golf courses;
sanitary landfills; sewage treatment plants; water control structures; and other
development purposes.

Other Land

Other land is that which is not included in any of the other mapping categories. The
following types of land are generally included: low-density rural development; brush,
timber, and other lands not suitable for livestock grazing; government lands not
available for agricultural use; roads systems for freeway interchanges; vacant and
nonagricultural areas larger than 40 acres and surrounded on all sides by urban
development; confined livestock facilities of 10 or more acres; strip mines and borrow
and gravel pits; and a variety of other rural land uses.

Water

Perennial water bodes with an extent of at least 40 acres.

Source: California Department of Conservation 2007.

California Land Conservation Act of 1965

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, or Williamson Act, established the state’s primary
program for the retention of private land in agriculture and open space use. The act creates an
arrangement whereby private landowners enter into a 10-year contract with counties and cities to
maintain their land in agricultural and compatible open-space uses in exchange for a reduction in
property taxes. The contract is automatically renewed for an additional year unless it is cancelled.
The contract may be cancelled if the land is being converted to an incompatible use. Local
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governments receive an annual subvention of forgone property tax revenues from the state through
the Open Space Subvention Act of 1971.

Local

Butte County

General Plan

The Agriculture Element of the County’s General Plan 2030 (Butte County 2010a) provides
information about agricultural resources and uses in the County. It contains goals, policies, and
actions designed to protect, maintain, promote, and enhance agriculture in the county. The following
are relevant goals and policies related to agriculture.

Goal AG-1: Maintain, promote, and enhance Butte County’s agriculture uses and resources, a major
source of food, employment, and income in Butte County.

AG-P1.1: The county supports state and Federal legislation designed to conserve soil and protect
agricultural land.

AG-P1.2: The county supports agricultural education and research at Butte County educational
institutions.

AG-P1.3: Continue to work with landowners in establishing new and maintaining existing
Williamson Act contracts.

Goal AG-2: Protect Butte County’s agricultural lands from conversion to non-agricultural uses.

AG-P2.1: The county shall work with the Local Agency Formation Commission to create and
maintain a consistent approach to the conservation of agricultural land through the designation
of reasonable and logical sphere of influence boundaries.

AG-P2.3: Redesignation and rezoning of land designated as Agriculture to an urban designation
shall be allowed only when the applicant can demonstrate that the following criteria are met and
mitigated:

The lot(s) for which conversion is requested is adjacent to uses other than agriculture or
agricultural support uses (e.g., receiving plants, hulling plants),

e The conversion will not be detrimental to existing agricultural operations,

e The conversion land is adjacent to existing urban infrastructure and conversion will
constitute a logical contiguous extension of a designated urban area,

No feasible alternative exists that is less detrimental to agriculture, and

Full mitigation of impacts to the extent allowed under the law is provided, including, but not
limited to, roads, drainage, schools, fire protection, law enforcement, recreation, sewage, and
lighting.

AG-P2.6: The county shall retain and protect agricultural lands through the use of proactive land
use techniques, including, but not limited to, the following:

e C(Clustered development projects, allowing a “clustering” of permitted densities in a compact
configuration in order to protect agricultural land; and

e Density bonuses, permitting increased density on developable land in exchange for
protection of agricultural land.

AG-P5.3: The zoning ordinance shall require that a buffer be established on property proposed
for residential development in order to protect existing agricultural uses from incompatible use
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conflicts. The desired standard shall be 300 feet but may be adjusted to address unusual
circumstances.

AG-P5.5: To protect agricultural areas from flooding, all urban/residential development projects
shall provide a drainage plan prepared by a registered civil engineer that, at a minimum,
addresses

e pre-development drainage conditions for the development site, including peak runoff rates
and runoff volumes;

e post-development drainage conditions, including changes in peak runoff rates and runoff
volumes;

e off-site drainage or flooding impacts and proposed or recommended mitigation measures;
and

e mechanisms for maintenance of drainage facilities.

Goal AG-5: Reduced conflicts between urban and agricultural uses and between habitat mitigation
banking and agricultural uses.

Butte County Municipal Code Section 24-12 to 24-14

The purpose of the Agricultural Zone (AG) is to support, protect, and maintain a viable, long-term
agricultural sector in the County. Standards for the AG zone maintain the vitality of the agricultural
sector by retaining parcel sizes necessary to sustain viable agricultural operations, protecting
agricultural practices and activities by minimizing land use conflicts, and protecting agricultural
resources by regulating land uses and development intensities in agricultural areas.

Butte County Right-to Farm Ordinance

Chapter 35 of the Butte County Municipal Code, also referred to as the Butte County Right-to-Farm
Ordinance (Ord. No. 3965, § 1, 6-12-07), serves as a notification to owners, purchasers, residents,
and users of property adjacent to agricultural operations of potential issues at the agriculture-urban
interface. The Right-to-Farm Ordinance declares that properly conducted agricultural operations on
agricultural land are not subject to nuisance claims, assuming the operation was not already on
record as a nuisance when the operation began. Information about the Right-to-Farm Ordinance is
provided by the County to residents with an annual tax bill and when an application is submitted for
development on or adjacent to agricultural land.

City of Biggs

General Plan

The Conservation and Recreation Element of the City of Biggs General Plan identifies the context and
sets goals and policies for the protection of agricultural resources. The relevant goals and policies
excerpted below are outlined in this element.

Goal CR-2: Promote and protect the continued viability of agriculture surrounding Biggs.

Policy CR-2.2 (Agricultural Buffers): Protect agricultural resources by maintaining a clear
boundary between urban, rural and agricultural uses.

Policy CR-2.5 (Use of Land): Plan for and allow for the developed use of designated agricultural
buffer areas as the City expands and new buffer areas are established.

Policy CR-2.6 (Right-to-Farm Ordinance): Preserve and support agricultural enterprises by
supporting right-to-farm policies.
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Biggs Municipal Code

Chapter 14.160 of the municipal code, which identifies the zoning of OS-Open Space District, is
intended to preserve land, either temporarily or permanently, for a variety of purposes, including
agriculture. Permitted uses include agricultural crop production, including but not limited to
orchards, row crops, rice, and pastures.

City of Chico

General Plan

The Open Space and Environment Element of the City of Chico General Plan identifies the context
and sets goals and policies for the protection of agricultural resources. It focuses on the preservation
and enhancement of resources such as agriculture and limits the adverse effects on these resources
from implementation of the general plan. The relevant goals and policies excerpted below are
outlined in this element.

Goal 0S-5: Preserve agricultural resources for the production of local food and the maintenance of
Chico’s rural character.

Policy 0S-5.1: Minimize conflicts between urban and agricultural uses by requiring buffers or
use restrictions.

Policy 0S-5.3: Support local and regional agriculture.

Chico Municipal Code

Section 19.64 of the municipal code identifies Agriculture Preservation Standards for the City. This
section contains provisions that require subdivisions to disclose a property’s proximity to farmland
to prospective buyers and that limit the definition of a “nuisance” to exclude established farms
operated according to commonly accepted farming practices.

City of Gridley

General Plan

The General Plan Conservation Element addresses goals, policies, and actions related to agricultural
resources in the city of Gridley. [t addresses the management, development, and use of natural
resources, including agricultural resources. It is primarily oriented toward natural resource
management and conservation. Relevant goals and policies related to agriculture are excerpted
below.

Conservation Goal 1: Minimize the impacts of growth on agriculture in the Gridley area.

Conservation Policy 1.1: The City will encourage ongoing agricultural uses on properties within
the Sphere of Influence until such properties are annexed to the City.

Conservation Policy 1.2: The City will discourage detachment from irrigation and agricultural
drainage districts until such time as nonagricultural use is imminent.

Conservation Policy 1.3: New development will mitigate for the conversion of agricultural land
to urban use and will include in-lieu fees to acquire agricultural conversion easements or direct
placement of agricultural conservation easements on a similar quality and amount of land.
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Gridley Municipal Code

Chapter 17.08 of the municipal code defines the purpose and intent of AR-5 Agricultural Residential
Districts to establish and preserve agricultural-residential districts at a population density
appropriate for rural residential uses, to control urban encroachment onto prime agricultural areas,
and to maintain the public health and safety.

Chapter 17.31.040 of the municipal ordinance identifies agricultural overlay zones for commercial
production of agriculture. In a rural area characterized by intensive commercial agricultural
production, some agricultural production can be conducted within an urbanizing farm community
with minimal adverse impacts. The AO district is intended to be applied to a secondary zoning
designation, for purposes of allowing commercial agricultural uses to be conducted on properties
that are designated on the general plan and zoning diagrams for urban uses, until those uses are
actually developed.

City of Oroville

General Plan

The Open Space, Natural Resources, and Conservation Element of the City of Oroville General Plan
identifies goals and policies to preserve and improve the quantity, quality, and character of open
space, including agriculture, in Oroville. This element provides direction regarding the conservation,
development, and use of natural resources in and around Oroville, including agriculture. The
relevant goal and policy excerpted below are outlined in this element.

Goal OPS-6: Preserve the maximum feasible amount of agriculturally productive land, in order to
maintain agriculture’s contributions to the local economy, life style, air quality, habitat value, and
sense of Oroville’s heritage.

P6.2: Cooperate with Butte County to retain agricultural uses on lands within the Oroville Sphere
of Influence prior to their annexation to the City.

4.1.2 Environmental Setting

The environmental setting for agriculture provides an overview of the location of agricultural in the
Plan Area, describes the type of crops found in the Plan Area, their biological and economic
characteristics, the DOC farmland classifications, and lands designated under the Williamson Act.

Overview

The majority of Butte County’s land is in agriculture (approximately 640,000 acres, or 60%).1
Agriculture dominates the western half of the Plan Area in the north Central Valley and
encompasses approximately 423,000 acres (or 75%) of the Plan Area. Many of the incorporated
cities in the county also have substantial portions of their land in agricultural production. Table 4-2
presents a summary of agricultural acreage found in each incorporated city’s general plan planning
area and the percent of agricultural lands.

1 Agriculture includes the following categories defined by the FMMP: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Grazing Land.
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Table 4-2. Summary of Agricultural Lands by City (acres)

Acres of Agricultural lands Total Acres within GP Percent of GP
City within GP Planning Area Planning Area Planning Area
Biggs 3,870 4,628 84
Chico 74,500 96,000 78
Gridley 2,654 4,589 58
Oroville 1,521 94,000 2

Sources: City of Oroville 2009a; City of Chico 2011a; City of Gridley 2010; City of Biggs 2013 and 2014.

Agriculture in the Plan Area is undertaken where the soils and topography are most suitable. The
western part of the Plan Area is flat and generally well drained, and therefore well-suited for many
crops; however, soil function changes from north to south. Figure 4-1 identifies the primary
locations of rice, irrigated cropland and pasture, and orchards and vineyards in the Plan Area. Rice
production dominates the southwestern section of the Plan Area, where the existing hydric soils
formed in association with an internally draining flood basin. To the north, rice production is
replaced primarily by and orchards as the dominant cover type (primarily west of SR 99) (Butte
County Association of Governments 2015).

Crops

Types

In the county, high-quality soils and a temperate Mediterranean climate support a wide variety of
crops including fruits and nuts, field crops, and seed and vegetable crops. Other agricultural goods,
including livestock, apiary (pollination) services, and nursery plants and timber, are also produced
in the county. Rice, almonds, and English walnuts account for more than one-third of the county’s
total agricultural acreage (Butte County 2010a). Table 4-3 presents the extent of agricultural crops
reported for the county in 2005. Most of these crops and acreage is located within the Plan Area.
Figure 4-1 shows the general agricultural classifications for the primary agricultural communities
within the Plan Area: rice, orchards/vineyards, irrigated cropland and irrigated pasture land.
Approximately 48 percent of agricultural lands within the Plan Area is in rice production, 43 percent
is in orchards/vineyards and 8 percent is in irrigated pasture (Butte County Association of
Governments 2015).
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Table 4-3. Extent of Agricultural Lands by Major Crop Type in the County

Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Crop Type Acreage
Rice 96,400
Irrigated pasture 15,500
Alfalfa 1,885
Wheat 1,600
Other field crops 5,697
Subtotal Field Crops 121,082
Almonds 41,478
Olives 2,424
Peaches (all types) 2,987
Dried plums 12,297
Walnuts (English) 32,080
Other orchard/vineyard crops 3,258
Subtotal Orchards and Vineyards 94,524
Total 215,606

Source: Butte County Association of Governments 2015:Table 3-14.

Note: Values derived from the 2006 Agricultural Crop Report. The numbers in this table cannot be
directly compared to the agricultural acreages from the land cover mapping in the BRCP, because
the numbers in this table are based on reported production and the numbers from the land cover
mapping include both producing and nonproducing agricultural land. For example, fallow rice
fields and abandoned orchards are included in the agricultural land cover mapping

Economic Value

In 2010, the estimated gross value of agricultural production in all of the county was approximately
$622 million (Butte County 2010b). Specialty crops and industries, including organic farming and
agricultural tourism, also contribute to the agricultural economy in the county. As of 2010,
registered organic producers and certified organic producers generated more than $8 million
dollars of revenue (Butte County 2010b). Table 4-4 identifies the value of the county’s top ten crops

in 2010 dollars.
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Table 4-4. Butte County’s Top Ten Crops (2010)

Commodity Value (dollars)
Rice 182,248,000
Walnuts 173,392,000
Almonds 113,781,000
Dried Plums 42,566,000
Nursery stock 23,837,000
Cattle and calves 11,714,000
Rice seed 10,494,000
Fruit and nut (misc.) 10,494,000
Peaches—clingstone 9,690,000
Kiwis 8,177,000
Olives (all) 7,270,000
Apiary pollination 7,078,000

Source: Butte County 2010b.

State Farmland Classifications

DOC important farmland types and acreages Countywide are shown in Table 4-5. Approximately
24% of the county’s farmland is Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique
Farmland.

Table 4-5. Important Farmland Acreages in Butte County

Farmland Type Acres Percent of Total County Lands
Prime Farmland 193,166 20%
Farmland of Statewide Importance 21,849 2%
Unique Farmland 22,177 2%
Total 237,192 24%

DOC farmland types and acreages in the Plan Area are shown in Figure 4-2; acreages are presented
in Table 4-6. Nearly all of the County’s Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and
Unique Farmland lie within the Plan Area.

Table 4-6. Important Farmland Acreages in the Plan Area

Important Farmland Type Acres
Prime Farmland 193,158
Farmland of Statewide Importance 21,846
Unique Farmland 21,894
Total 236,899

Rice, irrigated cropland, and irrigated pasture within the Plan Area are land cover types that
covered and non-covered species use as habitat for foraging, nesting, roosting, and other activities.

Butte Regional Conservation Plan May 2015
Public Draft EIS/EIR ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Acreages for the DOC farmland types for these three types of land cover are presented in Table 4-7.
The total acreage of these land cover types (129,849 acres) is a little more than half of all the
designated important farmland acreage within the Plan Area (236,899 acres).

Table 4-7. Important Farmland Acreages in the Plan Area for Rice, Irrigated Cropland, and Irrigated

Pasture
Farmland of Statewide Unique
Land Cover Type Prime Farmland Importance Farmland Total
Rice 96,881 8,950 11,312 117,142
Irrigated Cropland 7,661 3,935 824 12,420
Irrigated Pasture 203 83 1 287
Total 104,744 12,968 12,137 129,849

Williamson Act Lands

Approximately 217,151 acres of County farmland were enrolled in Williamson Act contracts in 2009
(California Department of Conservation 2010). Approximately 200,730 acres (92%) of Williamson
Act contracts lie within the Plan Area (Figure 4-3).

4.2 Environmental Consequences

This section incorporates by reference the impact determinations presented for agricultural and
forestry resources in the Local Agencies’ general plan EIRs (as described in more detail in Chapter 3,
Section 3.3, Resource Chapter Organization and NEPA/CEQA Requirements).? The significance
findings and mitigation measures of each of the general plan EIRs are compiled in Appendix C. The
Lead Agencies have reviewed these analyses and found them to be appropriate for the purposes of
this EIS/EIR.

4.2.1 Methods for Impact Analysis

This section describes the methods for analyzing the environmental consequences of implementing
the alternatives.

The BRCP would not provide individual project approvals or entitlements for any private or public
development or infrastructure project. Accordingly, this EIS/EIR does not provide CEQA or NEPA
coverage for individual covered activities and does not function as a programmatic or umbrella
CEQA or NEPA document for regional development and infrastructure projects. The BRCP EIS/EIR
evaluates only the adverse and beneficial environmental effects associated with the decisions of the
Local Agencies, water and irrigation districts, and Caltrans to approve, permit, and implement the
BRCP. Accordingly, the methods for analyzing direct impacts on agricultural and forestry resources
are tailored to evaluate the decisions of the Local Agencies, water and irrigation districts, and
Caltrans to approve, permit, and implement the BRCP. This EIS/EIR also incorporates the impact

2 These previous CEQA documents are available collectively for public review at the BCAG offices (2580 Sierra
Sunrise Terrace, Suite 100 Chico, CA 95928-8441). Individual general plans and EIRs are also available at each of
the respective land use agencies.
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determinations of the Local Agencies’ general plan EIRs to analyze indirect impacts on agricultural
and forestry resources.

The amounts of existing Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance
(i.e., important farmlands) within the Plan Area were quantitatively and qualitatively compared to
the anticipated reduction or modification to important farmland under each alternative. A
qualitative analysis was used depending on the level of detail of information available for important
farmlands for a given alternative. Specifically, information from the general plan EIRs was reviewed
for each local jurisdiction to define the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1). Using GIS layers, the
impact footprints were overlaid on the three different types of important farmlands to determine
the amount of acreage that would be affected by the BRCP covered activities and converted to
nonagricultural uses. Orchards and vineyards are included in these calculations because they are
agricultural lands that are designated as important farmland categories within the Plan Area.
Furthermore, impacts are identified through this GIS analysis were determined to be permanent
unless otherwise indicated. Tables 4-8 and 4-9 summarize this information.

Table 4-8. Summary of Alternative 1—No Action Alternative Important Farmland Impacts (acres)

Local Agency Acres of Important Farmland Identified in General Plan EIRs?
Butte County? 4,770
City of Biggsb 685
City of Chico¢ 1,041
City of Gridleyd 1,385
City of Orovillee 1,500
Total 9,381
Sources: Butte County 2010c; City of Biggs 2013; City of Chico 2011a; City of Gridley 2009; City of
Oroville 2009a.

a 2006 FMMP data.
b 2010 FMMP data.
¢ 2008 FMMP data.
d 2006 FMMP data.
e 2004 FMMP data.

Table 4-9. Summary of Alternatives’ Important Farmland Impacts (acres)

Prime Unique Farmland of Statewide
Alternative Farmland  Farmland Importance Total
Alternative 1 - No Action 3,730 1,066 2,205 7,002
(No Plan Implementation)
Alternative 2 - Proposed Action 3,730 1,070 2,210 7,010
Alternative 3 - Reduced Development/ 2,555 1,049 870 4,474
Reduced Fill

Notes: Alternative 4 is anticipated to result in impacts of similar extent to those under Alternative 2.
Impacts are expected to occur over the life of the permit.
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The existing Williamson Act lands were qualitatively compared to the anticipated reduction or
modification of those lands under each alternative. Finally, a qualitative analysis, based on the
assessment of conversion of important farmland and effects on Williamson Act lands, was
performed to determine if each alternative would result in other changes in the existing
environment that could result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Resource Chapter Organization and NEPA/CEQA Requirements,
covered activities within the Local Agencies’ jurisdictions have been analyzed in previous CEQA
documents that are hereby incorporated by reference. The impacts on agriculture associated with
the development of covered activities and the recommended mitigation measures are summarized
in Appendix C. Agriculture impact analyses and mitigation measures contained in previous CEQA
documents are incorporated by reference.

In adopting the EIRs for the local general plans, each participating jurisdiction determined that the
programmatic impacts on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide
Importance (i.e., Important Farmland) of implementing general plan policies and implementation of
the general plan would be significant and unavoidable. The County and the City of Gridley also
determined that there would be significant and unavoidable impacts on Williamson Act lands and
farmland that would be converted to non-farmland uses. The Cities of Biggs, Chico, and Oroville have
determined that there would be a less-than-significant impact on Williamson Act lands and farmland
that would be converted to non-farmland uses because their general plans would not involve land
use changes for parcels currently enrolled in Williamson Act contracts or because the contracts for
lands enrolled in the Williamson Act have been nonrenewed. It is assumed that all covered activities
approved by the participating local jurisdictions would be consistent with the policies of their
respective general plans and would be subject to any mitigation measures identified, such that
impacts would be adequately mitigated.

4.2.2 Significance Criteria

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the action alternatives would be
considered to have a significant effect if they would result in any of the conditions listed below.

e Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the FMMP, to nonagricultural use.

e Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson Act contract.

e Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use.

The loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use is not discussed in the analysis
because, as described above in Section 4.1, Affected Environment, forest land that is used for timber
harvesting does not exist within the Plan Area.

4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1, Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation), under
Alternative 1, project proponents would apply for permits on a project-by-project basis, without a
coordinated and comprehensive effort to minimize and mitigate biological impacts through the
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BRCP. Under Alternative 1, urban development and public infrastructure projects would continue to
occur pursuant to the approved general plans of the Local Agencies and BCAG’s regional plans.
These include residential, commercial, and industrial development as well as construction,
maintenance, and use of urban infrastructure, parks, recreational facilities, public services, and
similar types of urban land uses. Other activities that would occur under Alternative 1 are
construction and maintenance of public infrastructure projects outside of urban areas, including
public infrastructure projects in and over streams (e.g. bridge replacements). No regional
conservation strategy or conservation measures would be implemented; therefore, benefits to and
impacts on agricultural resources associated with the conservation strategy and conservation
measures would not occur. The primary mechanism for impacts on agricultural resources under
Alternative 1 is direct conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses (e.g., urban, suburban)
through the implementation of the various general plans.

Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to nonagricultural use (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

The County and Cities of Biggs, Chico, Gridley, and Oroville determined that the implementation of
their general plans—and thus, activities that would occur under the general plans—would result in
significant impacts by converting Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to nonagricultural uses (City of Oroville 2009a; City of Gridley 2009; Butte County
2010c; City of Chico 2011a; City of Biggs 2013). General plan implementation in these jurisdictions
would result in the conversion of thousands of acres of important farmland as summarized in Table
4-8 to nonagricultural uses (City of Gridley 2009; Butte County 2010c; City of Chico 2011a; City of
Biggs 2013). The County and the City of Gridley concluded that implementation of the general plan
goals, policies, and actions could reduce impacts on important farmland, but not to less-than-
significant levels because conversion important farmland would still take place.

NEPA Determination: Alternative 1 would result in a conversion of important farmland to
nonagricultural land uses as a result of implementation of all the Local Agency general plans. The
County and the City of Gridley concluded that implementation of the general plan goals, policies, and
actions could reduce impacts on important farmland, but not to less-than-significant levels because
conversion important farmland would still take place. Consequently, the impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: Alternative 1 would result in a conversion of important farmland to
nonagricultural land uses as a result of implementation of all of the Local Agency general plans. The
County and the City of Gridley concluded that implementation of the general plan goals, policies, and
actions could reduce impacts on important farmland, but not to less-than-significant levels because
conversion important farmland would still take place. Consequently, the impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson
Act contract (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The County and the City of Gridley determined that the implementation the general plans and, thus,
activities that would occur under the general plan—would result in significant impacts by
conflicting with Williamson Act contracts (City of Gridley 2009; Butte County 2010c). General plan
implementation in these jurisdictions would result in the conversion of lands in Williamson Act
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contracts to nonagricultural uses. Implementation of the County’s General Plan 2030 would result in
the conversion of 90 acres of land under Williamson Act contracts; implementation of the Gridley
General Plan would result in the conversion of 117 acres of land under Williamson Act contracts.

Implementation of the general plans of the Cities of Biggs, Chico, and Oroville would not conflict with
Williamson Act lands (City of Oroville 2009a; City of Chico 2011a; City of Biggs 2013) because the
proposed urban uses under the general plans would not convert lands currently under Williamson
Act contracts or within a preserve, or because contracts for Williamson Act Lands have been
nonrenewed since before the current general plans were proposed.

NEPA Determination: Alternative 2 would result in the conversion of Williamson Act land to
nonagricultural uses through the implementation of the County and City of Gridley general plans.
Implementation of these two general plan goals, policies, and actions or mitigation measures would
not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: Alternative 2 would result in the conversion of Williamson Act land to
nonagricultural uses through the implementation of the County and City of Gridley general plans.
Implementation of these two general plan goals, policies, and actions or mitigation measures would
not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

Impact AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use (NEPA: significant and
unavoidable: CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The County and the City of Gridley determined that the implementation of their general plans—and
thus, activities that would occur under the general plans—would result in the conversion of
farmland to nonagricultural use (City of Gridley 2009; Butte County 2010c). As discussed in Impact
AG-1, these jurisdictions expect conversion of significant amounts of farmland acreage to
nonagricultural uses. The Cities of Biggs, Chico, and Oroville determined that although
implementation of their general plans could result in changes in the existing environment that, due
to their location or nature, could result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses, the
policy provisions in the general plan and continued implementation of the agricultural preservation
standards under the municipal codes would ensure that agricultural operations are not adversely
affected (City of Oroville 2009b; City of Chico 2011b; City of Biggs 2013). Additionally, the City of
Oroville is not proposing to place incompatible land uses immediately adjacent to any existing
agricultural parcels; accordingly, the proposed action (Alternative 2) would not result in changes to
the existing environment that would result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses
within these jurisdictions (City of Oroville 2009a).

NEPA Determination: Alternative 1 would involve other changes in the existing environment that
would result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses through the implementation of
the County and City of Gridley general plans. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general
plans could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not
reduce them to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: Alternative 1 would involve other changes in the existing environment that
would result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses through the implementation of
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the County and City of Gridley general plans. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general
plans could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not
reduce them to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

Alternative 2—Proposed Action

Under Alternative 2, covered activities would include the existing, planned, and proposed land uses
over which the Permit Applicants have land use authority; state and local transportation projects;
maintenance of water delivery systems (e.g.,, WCWD canals and similar delivery systems); habitat
restoration, enhancement, and management actions (conservation measures); and adaptive
management and monitoring activities. Covered activities relevant to agricultural resources would
be those removing existing important agricultural lands from production, such as permanently
developing the land or restoring it to habitat. Most covered activities would require individual
permits and approvals pursuant to the Local Agencies’ general plans and land use regulations, or the
requirements of the implementing agency (such as Caltrans and irrigation districts) and would
undergo subsequent project-level CEQA review and relevant NEPA review for construction and
operations-related impacts; although some covered activities, however, may be exempted from
environmental review requirements due to project characteristics, including small projects or infill
projects.

The primary impact mechanism under Alternative 2 is permanent conversion of existing important
agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses. Covered activities that could result in the permanent
conversion of existing agricultural lands include those within the Local Agencies’ jurisdictions (i.e.,
implementation of the general plan), maintenance activities of the participating water agencies, road
projects by Caltrans, and some activities on the BRCP conservation lands, such as natural
community restoration, where such restoration occurs on existing agricultural land (as discussed in
Chapter 5 of the BRCP).

The conservation strategy and conservation measures outside the Local Agencies’ jurisdiction would
result in potential effects on agricultural lands through converting existing agricultural lands to
natural communities to provide habitat for covered species. In addition other covered activities
(such as pipeline construction by irrigation and water districts or roadway construction by Caltrans)
outside Local Agencies’ jurisdiction would also result in potential effects on agricultural lands
through modifying agricultural lands adjacent to or within specific areas or road alignments. Some
of these activities—such as conservation of lands that can continue in agricultural production—
would not result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. Other activities, such as
restoration, are expected to convert a limited amount of important farmland, but only when the
activity is incompatible with the existing farming practices, such as conversion of existing row crops
to wetland habitat. However, restoration activities involving nonagricultural lands would not result
in conversion of farmland to agricultural uses.

A maximum of 3,822 acres (2.7%) of the three agricultural communities evaluated in the BRCP (i.e.,
rice, irrigated cropland, and irrigated pasture) within the Plan Area would be permanently affected
by Alternative 2 (Butte County Association of Governments 2015). Table 4-10 summarizes these
permanent effects.
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Table 4-10. Maximum Extent of Permanent Direct Impacts on Agricultural Communities (acres)

Maximum Extent Percent Remaining in Plan
Existingin Plan =~ Permanently Removed  Area with Implementation of
Agricultural Community? Area by Covered Activities Covered Activities
Riceb 120,316 1,615 98.7
Irrigated Croplandc 20,413 2,102 89.7
Irrigated Pasture 1,160 105 90.9
Total 141,889 3,822 97.3

Source: Butte County Association of Governments 2015:Table 4-5.

a Qrchard/vineyard (5,216 acres) and nonnative woodland (7 acres) are omitted because they do not
provide suitable habitat for non-covered species.

b 40 acres of permanent direct effects due to rerouting existing canals in the Basin CAZ outside of UPAs is
included.

¢ 20 acres of permanent direct effects due to rerouting existing canals in the Basin CAZ outside of UPAs is
included.

Table 4-11 summarizes the DOC designations of the three agricultural communities of rice, irrigated
cropland, and irrigated pasture expected to be affected by Alternative 2. Approximately 2,283 acres
(or 60%) of the three agricultural communities that would be affected are DOC-designated farmland.
Almost all of the ricelands affected are DOC designated (1,460 total designated acres out of 1,615
total acres); approximately one-third of the irrigated cropland affected are DOC designated (766
total designated acres out of 2,102 acres), and approximately half of the irrigated pasture land
affected are DOC designated (56 designated acres out of 105 acres).

Table 4-11. DOC Farmland Designations of Three Agricultural Communities (acres)

Agricultural Farmland of Statewide

Community? Prime Farmland Importance Unique Farmland Total

Rice 1,125 189 145 1,460

Irrigated Cropland 373 367 26 766

Irrigated Pasture 20 36 0 56
Total 1,518 592 172 2,283

The conservation strategy and conservation measures of Alternative 2 include a total protection
target of 26,962 acres for agricultural lands, since agricultural lands are considered a natural
community and changes in agricultural lands can affect the distribution and abundance of wildlife
species. Table 4-12 summarizes the protection targets for agricultural communities established by
the BRCP. These targets focus on protecting and maintaining sufficient agricultural croplands, in
combination with native habitats, to provide conservation of covered species that use agricultural
habitats. These protection targets would meet the BRCP biological objectives for ecological corridors
and covered species habitat contributing to the support of covered species populations and habitat
and other native species. For example, the protection targets for riceland focus on sustaining
sufficient rice and associated water conveyance infrastructure that includes, and is connected to,
occupied giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) habitat; this target would concurrently protect
sufficient foraging habitat to maintain the wintering population of greater sandhill cranes (Grus
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canadensis tabida)and ensure continued agricultural production on these lands (Butte County
Association of Governments 2015).

Table 4-12. Agricultural Community Protection Targets (acres)

Total CAZ Habitat Protection Targets
Existing Total Percent
in Plan Sierra Cascade  Northern Southern Sac. Protection Protected
Area Foothills Foothills Orchards Orchards Basin River  Target by Target
Rice 120,316 0 0 1,317 0 21,660 205 23,182 19.3%
Irrigated 21,572 0 0 796 2,534 250 200 3,780 17.5%
pasture and
irrigated
cropland
Total 141,889 1,240 0 2,113 2,534 21,910 405 26,962 19%
(acreage)

Source: Butte County Association of Governments 2015:Table 5-5.

Note: Targets include land cover types to be protected for both conservation of natural communities and mitigation
for covered activities that remove natural communities. Consequently, the amount of each natural
community that is protected may be less than shown if all the permanent development covered activities and
the habitat protection that is required to mitigate impacts are not implemented.

Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to nonagricultural use (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

The covered activities under Alternative 2 are estimated to result in impacts on important farmland
as summarized in Table 4-9. A total of 3% of important farmlands in the plan area—comprising
approximately 2% of the existing Prime Farmland, 5% of Unique Farmland, and 10% of Farmland of
Statewide Importance— would be affected under Alternative 2. These impacts include both those
related to covered activities within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies as a result of
implementation of the general plans (as described in Impact AG-1 under Alternative 1) and covered
activities outside the jurisdiction of the Local Agencies (e.g., implementation of conservation
measures). As shown in Table 4-10, up to 1,615 acres of rice, 2,102 acres of irrigated cropland, and
105 acres of irrigated pasture land would be permanently removed by the BRCP covered activities.
As shown in Table 4-11, 60% of these lands are important farmland (Butte County Association of
Governments 2015). Much of the agricultural land that would be converted is considered important
farmland.

Although Alternative 2 could result in the conversion of approximately 7,000 acres of important
farmland to nonagricultural uses, it would also result in a protection target of 26,962 acres (or 19%)
of agricultural land in the Plan Area. A total of 6,962 acres of agriculture will be protected as
mitigation for the direct effects of the covered activities on agricultural habitat for covered species,
and an additional 20,000 acres of agriculture will be protected to contribute to conservation of
covered species. The protection target is meant to protect and maintain the working landscape of
rice primarily through voluntary permanent agricultural conservation easements (Butte County
Association of Governments 2015). This protected acreage would be connected with large areas of
protected grasslands that are themselves connected to existing protected areas of grasslands and
other natural communities (Butte County Association of Governments 2015). The protection target
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would result in protecting more than 38% of agricultural types that are valuable for wildlife in the
Plan Area, including 25,380 acres of rice and 9,461 acres of irrigated pasture and cropland. Although
the locations of the agricultural easements and protection targets are unknown and may not be
acquired because almost all the important farmland in the Plan Area consists of existing rice,
irrigated cropland, irrigated pasture, and orchard/vineyards (Figures 4-1 and 4-2), it is likely that
most of the 26,962 acres protected would be important farmland. The protection of this land would
prohibit the conversion of this important farmland in perpetuity.

NEPA Determination: Although the agricultural protection target of Alternative 2 would preserve
more than 30% of agricultural communities—most of which would likely be important farmland—
the covered activities identified in the BRCP, primarily the implementation of the County and city
general plans, would convert important farmland to nonagricultural uses. The general purpose of
Alternative 2 is to comprehensively protect and conserve covered species and to conserve, enhance,
and restore the habitat and ecosystems upon which these species depend to ensure their long-term
survival in the Plan Area; Alternative 2 also aims to provide for long-term conservation and
management of covered species within the Plan Area at a regional scale while allowing for
compatible future land uses and development under the general plans of the Local Agencies and the
Regional Transportation Plan. Nevertheless, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: Although the agricultural protection target of Alternative 2 would preserve
more than 30% of agricultural communities—most of which would likely be important farmland—
covered activities would convert important farmland to nonagricultural uses. Overall, this impact
would be significant. The general purpose of Alternative 2 is to comprehensively protect and
conserve covered species and to conserve, enhance, and restore the habitat and ecosystems upon
which these species depend to ensure their long-term survival in the Plan Area; Alternative 2 also
aims to provide for long-term conservation and management of covered species within the Plan
Area at a regional scale while allowing for compatible future land uses and development under the
general plans of the Local Agencies and the Regional Transportation Plan. Nevertheless, this impact
would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson
Act contract (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The covered activities under Alternative 2 would affect Williamson Act lands. Impacts associated
with implementation of the general plans are the same as those identified in the discussion of
Impact AG-2 under Alternative 1.

Alternative 2 would also entail a protection target of 26,962 acres of agricultural lands. As discussed
above under Impact AG-1, the precise location of protected lands is unknown; however, given the
extent of Williamson Act lands in the Plan Area it is likely that many existing and future Williamson
Act lands would be preserved by this protection target. Furthermore, the protection target would
not conflict with the Williamson Act because agricultural production and activity would continue to
occur on these lands, thereby upholding conditions of the Williamson Act.

NEPA Determination: Although the agricultural protection target would not conflict with
Williamson Act lands and implementation of the general plans of Biggs, Chico, and Oroville would
not remove or conflict with Williamson Act lands, implementation of the County and the City of
Gridley general plans would conflict with the Williamson Act. Implementation of the general plan
goals, policies, and actions would not reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Consequently,
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
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CEQA Determination: Although the agricultural protection target would not conflict with
Williamson Act lands and implementation of the general plans of Biggs, Chico, and Oroville would
not remove or conflict with Williamson Act lands, implementation of the County and the City of
Gridley general plans would conflict with the Williamson Act. Implementation of the general plan
goals, policies, and actions would not reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Consequently,
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use (NEPA: significant and
unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The impacts associated with implementation of the general plans are the same as those disclosed in
the discussion of Impact AG-3 under Alternative 1.

Alternative 2 would also entail a protection target of more than 26,000acres of agricultural
communities (approximately 38% agriculture types that are valuable for wildlife in the Plan Area),
thus protecting this agricultural land from conversion to nonagricultural uses. These activities
would not place incompatible land uses immediately adjacent to any existing agricultural parcels.
Moreover, the conservation strategy and conservation measures protecting, preserving, or
enhancing natural communities would be compatible with existing farmland, and would not result
in indirect conversion of agricultural lands.

NEPA Determination: The agricultural protection target in Alternative 2 would protect important
farmlands from conversion to nonagricultural uses, and the BRCP conservation strategy would not
result in incompatible land uses with existing farmland. However, implementation of the County and
the City of Gridley general plans would result in other changes in the environment that would
convert farmland to nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general plans
could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not reduce
them to a less-than-significant level. These impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The agricultural protection target in Alternative 2 would protect important
farmlands from conversion to nonagricultural uses, and the BRCP conservation strategy would not
result in incompatible land uses with existing farmland. However, implementation of the County and
the City of Gridley general plans would result in other changes in the environment that would
convert farmland to nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general plans
could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not reduce
them to a less-than-significant level. These impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill

Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2 except that it uses the various general plan EIR reduced
development alternatives as described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, to create a
single reduced development footprint. Covered activities under this alternative would be similar to
those described in the BRCP but would be limited to the reduced development footprint for a
reduced permit term of 30 years. The reduced footprint and reduced land conservation would result
in fewer built structures and less ground disturbance.

[t is anticipated that under Alternative 3, fewer acres of natural communities would be conserved
because reduced development would provide reduced funding for the conservation strategy.
Consequently, the protection target for agricultural habitat would be less than the 26,962 acres
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identified under Alternative 2. However, it is anticipated that the conservation measures would be
the same because the reduction of fill would be achieved through the reduced development
footprint of the Local Agencies’ general plans rather than through modification of the conservation
measures. Consequently, the impacts related to implementation of the conservation strategy and
conservation measures would be the same as under Alternative 2.

Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to nonagricultural use (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

Alternative 3 is estimated to result in impacts on important farmland as summarized in Table 4-9. A
total of 2% of important farmland—comprising approximately 1% of the existing Prime Farmland,
5% of Unique Farmland, and 4% of Farmland of Statewide Importance— would be affected under
this alternative. These impacts include both those related to covered activities within the
jurisdictions of the Local Agencies as a result of implementation of the general plan (as described in
the discussion of Impact AG-1 under Alternative 1), as well as those associated with covered
activities outside the jurisdiction of the Local Agencies (e.g., implementation of conservation
measures, water district and irrigation district activities, etc.). Although there would be less
development converting agricultural lands and it would be more highly concentrated and
centralized around existing urban uses, Alternative 3 is nevertheless anticipated to result in a
conversion of substantial amounts of important farmland to nonagricultural uses.

As aresult of reduced development within the Plan Area, it is anticipated that fewer acres of rice
would be protected through voluntary easements under this alternative. Although the locations of
the agricultural easements and protection targets are unknown, because almost all the important
farmland in the Plan Area consists of existing rice, irrigated cropland, irrigated pasture, and
orchard/vineyards (Figures 4-1 and 4-2), it is likely that most of the acres protected would be
important farmland. The protection of this land would prohibit the conversion of this important
farmland in perpetuity.

NEPA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 3 (expected to be less than
26,962 acres) would preserve important farmland. However, the covered activities within
jurisdiction of the Local Agencies and covered activities associated with implementation of the BRCP
conservation strategy and conservation measures would also convert important farmland to
nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general plans could reduce impacts
on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not reduce them to a less-than-
significant level. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 3 (expected to be less than
26,962 acres) would preserve important farmland. However, the covered activities within
jurisdiction of the Local Agencies and covered activities associated with implementation of the BRCP
conservation strategy and conservation measures would also convert important farmland to
nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general plans could reduce impacts
on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not reduce them to a less-than-
significant level. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
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Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson
Act contract (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The BRCP covered activities under this alternative would affect Williamson Act lands. Impacts
associated with implementation of the general plans would be similar, but reduced, to those
identified in the discussion of Impact AG-2 under Alternative 1. Although the urban development
would be more localized and dense, some Williamson Act lands would still be removed from
agricultural production, except in the Cities of Biggs, Chico, and Oroville. As disclosed in the
discussion of Impact AG-2 under Alternative 2, these cities would not remove any lands from
Williamson Act contracts, or such contracts are already in nonrenewal status (City of Oroville 2009a;
City of Chico 2011a; City of Biggs 2013).

It is anticipated that Alternative 3 would result in the protection of fewer acres of Williamson Act
lands than Alternative 2, because the reduction in development would necessitate lower protection
targets. As discussed above under Impact AG-1 for this alternative, the precise location of protected
lands is unknown; however, given the extent of Williamson Act lands in the Plan Area, it is likely that
many existing and future Williamson Act lands would be preserved by this protection target.
Furthermore, the protection target would not conflict with the Williamson Act because agricultural
production and activity would continue to occur on these lands, thereby upholding conditions of the
Williamson Act.

NEPA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 3 would not conflict with
Williamson Act lands and the implementation of the general plans of the Cities of Biggs, Chico, and
Oroville would not remove or conflict with Williamson Act lands. However, the County and City of
Gridley determined a conflict would occur as it is expected less than 200 acres of Williamson Act
contracts would be removed from production. While goals, policies, and actions of the general plans
could reduce some of these impacts, they would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No
feasible mitigation is available to prevent these lands from conversion to nonagricultural uses.
Furthermore, the purpose of the general plan updates is to provide planning for the urban areas of
the local jurisdictions. Consequently, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 3 would not conflict with
Williamson Act lands and the implementation of the general plans of the Cities of Biggs, Chico, and
Oroville would not remove or conflict with Williamson Act lands. However, the County and City of
Gridley determined a conflict would occur as it is expected less than 200 acres of Williamson Act
contracts would be removed from production. While goals, policies, and actions of the general plans
could reduce some of these impacts, they would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No
feasible mitigation is available to prevent these lands from conversion to nonagricultural uses.
Furthermore, the purpose of the general plan updates is to provide planning for the urban areas of
the local jurisdictions. Consequently, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use (NEPA: significant and
unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The impacts associated with implementation of the general plans are the same as those disclosed in
the discussion of Impact AG-3 under Alternative 1.

Alternative 3 would result in the protection of a lesser extent of agricultural lands than under
Alternative 2 (less than 26,962 acres) through implementation of the conservation strategy. Even
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though the acreage would be less, this acreage would be protected from conversion to
nonagricultural uses. These activities would not place incompatible land uses immediately adjacent
to any existing agricultural parcels. Moreover, the conservation strategy and conservation measures
protecting, preserving, or enhancing natural communities under this alternative, would be
compatible with existing farmland. This alternative would not result in indirect conversion of
agricultural lands.

NEPA Determination: Although the agricultural protection target of Alternative 3 would protect
important farmlands from conversion to nonagricultural uses and the conservation strategy would
not result in incompatible land uses with existing farmland, implementation of the general plans for
the County and the City of Gridley would result in other changes in the environment that would
convert farmland to nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general plans
could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not reduce
them to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: Although the agricultural protection target of Alternative 3 would protect
important farmlands from conversion to nonagricultural uses and the conservation strategy would
not result in incompatible land uses with existing farmland, implementation of the general plans for
the County and the City of Gridley would result in other changes in the environment that would
convert farmland to nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general plans
could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands in these jurisdictions, it would not reduce
them to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 4—Greater Conservation

Alternative 4 would be similar to Alternative 2 except that under Alternative 4, the conservation
strategy would include the conservation of an additional 9,850 acres of grassland and 35,310 acres
of riceland. Alternative 4 would include the same conservation measures as Alternative 2, and all
other acreage protection targets for natural communities/land types would be the same as
described under Alternative 2. Therefore, impact mechanisms for agricultural resources would be
similar to those described for Alternative 2.

Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to nonagricultural use (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

The impacts associated with covered activities that do not include the preservation of grasslands or
riceland would be the same as those disclosed in the discussion of Impact AG-1 under Alternative 2:
the conversion of approximately 7,000 acres (or 3%) of important farmland in the Plan Area. Not all
of the covered restoration activities are expected to convert important farmland because some of
the activities would actually place conservation easements on the farmland and allow the land to
continue to be in production (discussed further below).

This alternative would result in the preservation and conservation of more ricelands than
Alternative 2. While the ricelands might not constitute an increase of agricultural land in the Plan
Area—because the easements would likely be placed on lands already in rice cultivation—
protection under the conservation strategy would ensure that the land would not be converted to
nonagricultural uses. As such, Alternative 4 would protect a considerable amount of important
farmland from the risk of future conversion to nonagricultural uses.
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NEPA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 4 would preserve important
farmland. However, the covered activities within jurisdiction of the Local Agencies would convert
important farmland to nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions of the general
plans or mitigation measures could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands, it would not
reduce them to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 4 would preserve important
farmland. However, the covered activities within jurisdiction of the Local Agencies and covered
activities associated with implementation of the conservation strategy and conservation measures
would also convert important farmland to nonagricultural uses. While the goals, policies, and actions
of the general plans or mitigation measures could reduce impacts on some of the agricultural lands,
it would not reduce them to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson
Act contract (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The covered activities under Alternative 4 would affect Williamson Act lands. Impacts associated
with implementation of the general plans are the same as those identified in the discussion of
Impact AG-2 under Alternative 1.

The location of additional ricelands to be preserved under Alternative 4 is unknown; whether they
would be located on lands either currently under Williamson Act contract or might later be enrolled
is also unknown. However, rice production is a compatible use with the Williamson Act because it is
an agricultural use. Consequently, protection of additional ricelands would not result in a conflict
with a Williamson Act contract.

NEPA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 4 would not conflict with
Williamson Act lands and the implementation of the general plans of the Cities of Biggs, Chico, and
Oroville would not remove or conflict with Williamson Act lands. However, the County and the City
of Gridley determined that there would be a conflict with the Williamson Act within their
jurisdictions. While goals, policies, and actions of the general plans could reduce some of these
impacts, they would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No feasible mitigation is
available to prevent these lands from conversion to nonagricultural uses. Consequently, this impact
would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 4 would not conflict with
Williamson Act lands and the implementation of the general plans of the Cities of Biggs, Chico, and
Oroville would not remove or conflict with Williamson Act lands. However, the County and the City
of Gridley determined that there would be a conflict with the Williamson Act within their
jurisdictions. While goals, policies, and actions of the general plans could reduce some of these
impacts, they would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No feasible mitigation is
available to prevent these lands from conversion to nonagricultural uses. Consequently, this impact
would be significant and unavoidable.
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Impact AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use (NEPA: significant and
unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

The impacts associated with implementation of the general plans are the same as those disclosed in
the discussion of Impact AG-3 under Alternative 1.

Those impacts associated with implementation of the conservation strategy that do not involve
grasslands or ricelands would be the same as those disclosed in the discussion of Impact AG-1 under
Alternative 2. The location of additional ricelands to be preserved under Alternative 4 is unknown,
but they would be located on existing agricultural lands. While the ricelands might not constitute an
increase of agricultural land in the Plan Area—because the easements would likely be placed on
lands already in rice cultivation—protection under the conservation strategy would ensure that the
land would not be converted to nonagricultural uses. Thus, the Alternative 4 would protect a
considerable amount of important farmland from the risk of future conversion to nonagricultural
uses; moreover, such protection would not result in an incompatible land use such that indirect
conversion of farmland might occur.

NEPA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 4 would protect important
farmlands from conversion to nonagricultural uses and the conservation strategy would not result
in incompatible land uses with existing farmland. However, the County and the City of Gridley
determined that implementation of the general plans would result in other changes in the
environment that would convert farmland to nonagricultural uses. Consequently, the effect would
be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The agricultural protection target of Alternative 4 would protect important
farmlands from conversion to nonagricultural uses and the conservation strategy would not result
in incompatible land uses with existing farmland. However, the County and the City of Gridley
determined that implementation of the general plans would result in other changes in the
environment that would convert farmland to nonagricultural uses. Consequently, the effect would
be significant and unavoidable.

4.2.4 Cumulative Analysis

Methods and Approach

The cumulative analysis for agricultural resources is a qualitative evaluation using the past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects listed in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2, under Cumulative
Impacts. This analysis considered agricultural and urban development projects, including roadway
projects, and water supply development projects; the general plan EIR impact determinations for
cumulative impacts, where applicable; and the impact determinations identified above for the
various alternatives.

This analysis determines whether the covered activities not analyzed in previous environmental
documents would result in cumulatively considerable incremental contribution that, when
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a
cumulatively significant impact.
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Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are identified in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2,
under Cumulative Impacts. Such projects have resulted in an increase in agricultural uses in the Plan
Area due to conversion of land to agricultural uses. However, in the last few decades, there has been
a substantial conversion of agricultural lands to urban and suburban uses in the Plan Area, which
has resulted in cumulatively significant effects on agricultural resources.

Alternative 1—No Project (No Plan Implementation)

The Local Agencies determined that cumulatively considerable and significant impacts on
agricultural resources would result from the conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural
uses. Accordingly, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects—including
implementation of the general plan—would result in cumulatively considerable and significant
impacts. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in an incremental contribution to cumulative impacts.

Alternative 2—Proposed Action

The Local Agencies determined that cumulatively considerable and significant impacts on
agricultural resources would result from the conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural
uses. Accordingly, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects—including
implementation of the general plan—would result in cumulatively considerable and significant
impacts on agricultural resources. Although the covered activities associated with implementation
of the conservation strategy and conservation measures would protect important farmland from
conversion to nonagricultural uses, the extent of conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural
uses as a result of covered activities would be significant. Consequently, Alternative 2 would result
in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on agriculture.

Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill and Alternative 4—Greater
Conservation

Although the extent of conversion of agricultural lands associated with implementation of the
conservation strategy and conservation measures varies among these two alternatives, the
mechanism and implications are the same as under Alternative 2. Each of these alternatives would
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on agriculture.
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Chapter 5
Air Quality and Climate Change

5.1 Affected Environment

This section describes the regulatory and physical environmental setting for air quality and climate
change in the Plan Area.

5.1.1 Regulatory Setting

At the federal level, air quality in the United States and California is governed by the Clean Air Act
(CAA), which is administered by EPA. Air quality in California also is governed by more stringent
regulations in the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), administered by the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) and the local air quality management districts. ARB and the local air districts have
primary implementation responsibility for both the federal and state air quality standards.
Appendix E also summarizes additional regulations related to air quality.

Federal

The federal CAA, promulgated in 1963 and amended several times thereafter, including the 1990
Clean Air Act amendments (CAAA), establishes the framework for modern air pollution control. The
act directs EPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for the six criteria
pollutants. The NAAQS are divided into primary and secondary standards; the former are set to
protect human health within an adequate margin of safety, and the latter to protect environmental
values, such as plant and animal life. Table 5-1 summarizes both the NAAQS and California Ambient
Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).

The CAA requires states to submit a state implementation plan (SIP) for areas in nonattainment for
federal standards. The SIP, which is reviewed and approved by EPA, must demonstrate how the
federal standards would be achieved. Failing to submit a plan or secure approval can lead to denial
of federal funding and permits. In cases where the SIP is submitted by the state but fails to
demonstrate achievement of the standards, EPA is directed to prepare a federal implementation
plan.

Although there is currently no federal overarching law or policy related to climate change or the
regulation of greenhouse gases (GHGs), recent developments suggests that regulation may be
forthcoming. Foremost among recent developments has been the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in
Massachusetts v. EPA, the Endangerment Finding, and Cause or Contribute Finding, which are
described below. Despite these findings, the future of GHG regulations at the federal level is still
uncertain. Recent legal cases, legislation, and policies related to climate change and GHG regulation
at the federal level are summarized in this section.
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Table 5-1. National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards

Air Quality and Climate Change

National Standards?

California
Criteria Pollutant Average Time Standards Primary Secondary
Ozone 1-hour 0.09 ppm None None
8-hour 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm 0.075 ppm
Particulate Matter 24-hour 50 pg/m3 150 pg/m3 150 pg/m3
(PM10) Annual mean 20 pg/m3 None None
Fine Particulate Matter 24-hour None 35 pg/m3 35 pg/m?3
(PM2.5) Annual mean 12 pg/ms3 15 pg/m3 15 pg/ms3
Carbon Monoxide 8-hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm None
1-hour 20 ppm 35 ppm None
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual mean 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm
1-hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm None
Sulfur Dioxide Annual mean None 0.030 ppm None
24-hour 0.04 ppm 0.014 ppm None
3-hour None None 0.5 ppm
1-hour 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm None
Lead 30-day Average 1.5 pg/m3 None None
Calendar quarter None 1.5 ug/m3 1.5 pg/ms3
3-month average None 0.15 pg/ms3 0.15 pg/ms3
Sulfates 24-hour 25 pg/m?3 None None
Hydrogen Sulfide 1-hour 0.03 ppm None None
Vinyl Chloride 24-hour 0.01 ppm None None

Source: California Air Resources Board 2012a.

Note: National standards are divided into primary and secondary standards. Primary standards are intended
to protect public health, whereas secondary standards are intended to protect public welfare and the

environment.

pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.

ppm = parts per million.

General Conformity

The CAAA requires that all federally funded projects conform to the appropriate SIP so that they do
not interfere with strategies employed to attain the NAAQS. The rule applies to federal projects in
areas designated as nonattainment areas for any of the six criteria pollutants and in some areas
designated as maintenance areas. Project level conformance with the SIP is demonstrated through a
general conformity analysis.

e A general conformity determination would be required if a proposed project’s total direct and
indirect emissions for which the region is classified as a maintenance or nonattainment area for
the national standards are below the de minimis levels established by the conformity rule,
indicated in Tables 5-2 and 5-3.

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

However, if the above condition is met, then the requirements for general conformity do not apply,
as the proposed action is presumed to conform to the applicable SIP for each affected pollutant. As a
result, no further analysis or determination would be required.

Table 5-2. Federal de minimis Threshold Levels for Criteria Pollutants in Nonattainment Areas

Emission Rate

Pollutant (tons per year)
Ozone (ROG/VOC or NOx)

Serious nonattainment areas 50

Severe nonattainment areas 25

Extreme nonattainment areas 10

Other ozone nonattainment areas outside an ozone transport region? 100
Other ozone nonattainment areas inside an ozone transport regiona

ROG/VOC 50

NOx 100
CO: All nonattainment areas 100
SOz or NO2: All nonattainment areas 100
PM10

Moderate nonattainment areas 100

Serious nonattainment areas 70
PM2.5

Direct emissions 100

50, 100

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

ROG/VOC or ammonia (if determined to be significant precursors) 100
Pb: All nonattainment areas 25

Source: 40 CFR 51.853.
Note: de minimis threshold levels for conformity applicability analysis.

co = carbon monoxide.
NOz = nitrogen dioxide.
NOx = oxides of nitrogen.
Pb = lead particles.

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter.
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter.

ROG = reactive organic gases.
SOz = sulfur dioxide.
VOC = volatile organic compounds.

a (Ozone Transport Region is comprised of the States of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, the
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area that includes the District of Columbia and northern Virginia
(Section 184 of the Clean Air Act).
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Table 5-3. Federal de minimis Threshold Levels for Criteria Pollutants in Maintenance Areas

Emission Rate

Pollutant (tons per year)
Ozone (NOx, SOz or NO2)
All maintenance areas 100
Ozone (ROG/VOC)
Maintenance areas inside an ozone transport region2 50
Maintenance areas outside an ozone transport region? 100
CO: All maintenance areas 100
PM10: All maintenance areas 100
PM2.5
Direct emissions 100
SOz 100
NOx (unless determined not to be a significant precursor) 100
ROG/VOC or ammonia (if determined to be significant precursors) 100
Pb: All maintenance areas 25

Source: 40 CFR 51.853.
Note: de minimis threshold levels for conformity applicability analysis.

co = carbon monoxide.

NOz = nitrogen dioxide.

NOx oxides of nitrogen.

Pb = lead particles.

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter.
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter.
ROG = reactive organic gases.

SOz = sulfur dioxide.

VOC = volatile organic compounds.

a (Ozone Transport Region is comprised of the States of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, the
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area that includes the District of Columbia and northern Virginia

(S

ection 184 of the Clean Air Act).

Massachusetts et al. v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2007)

Twelve U.S. states and cities, including California, in conjunction with several environmental
organizations, sued to force EPA to regulate GHGs as a pollutant pursuant to the CAA in
Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency 549 US 497 (2007). The court ruled that the
plaintiffs had standing to sue, GHGs fit within the CAA’s definition of a pollutant, and EPA’s reasons
for not regulating GHGs were insufficiently grounded in the CAA.

Update to Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (2009)

The new Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards incorporate stricter fuel economy
standards promulgated by the State of California into one uniform standard. Additionally,
automakers are required to cut GHG emissions in new vehicles by roughly 25% by 2016. EPA,
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), and ARB are currently working together
on a joint rulemaking to establish GHG emissions standards for 2017 to 2025 model year passenger
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vehicles, which require an industry-wide average of 54.5 miles per gallon in 2025 (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency et al. 2011a). The official proposal was released by both EPA and
NHTSA on December 1, 2011. The public comment period ended on February 13,2012 (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency et al. 2011b).

EPA Rule: Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases (2009)

On September 22, 2009, EPA released its final Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule (Reporting Rule). The
Reporting Rule is a response to the fiscal year (FY) 2008 Consolidated Appropriations Act (H.R.
2764; Public Law 110-161), which required EPA to develop “mandatory reporting of greenhouse
gasses above appropriate thresholds in all sectors of the economy...” The Reporting Rule would
apply to most entities that emit 25,000 metric tons of COze or more per year. Starting in 2010,
facility owners are required to submit an annual GHG emissions report with detailed calculations of
facility GHG emissions. The Reporting Rule also would mandate recordkeeping and administrative
requirements in order for EPA to verify annual GHG emissions reports.

EPA Endangerment Finding and Cause or Contribute Finding (2009)

On December 7, 2009, EPA signed the Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for
Greenhouse Gases under Section 202(a) of the CAA. Under the Endangerment Finding, EPA finds
that the current and projected concentrations of the six key well-mixed GHGs—CO2, CHa4, N20, PFCs,
SFs, and HFCs—in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future
generations. Under the Cause or Contribute Finding, EPA finds that the combined emissions of these
well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG
pollution that threatens public health and welfare.

These findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities. However,
this action is a prerequisite to finalizing EPA’s proposed new corporate average fuel economy
standards for light-duty vehicles, which EPA proposed in a joint proposal including the Department
of Transportation’s proposed corporate average fuel-economy standards. EPA is still currently in its
rule development process for the updated light-duty standards, and the comment period for the
updated light-duty standards was recently extended to February 13, 2012.

Council on Environmental Quality Draft NEPA Guidance (2010)

On February 19, 2010, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issued draft NEPA guidance on
the consideration of the effects of climate change and GHG emissions. This guidance advises federal
agencies that they should consider opportunities to reduce GHG emissions caused by federal actions,
adapt their actions to climate change effects throughout the NEPA process, and address these issues
in their agency NEPA procedures. Where applicable, the scope of the NEPA analysis should cover the
GHG emissions effects of a proposed action and alternative actions, as well as the relationship of
climate change effects on a proposed action or alternatives. The draft guidance suggests that the
effects of projects directly emitting GHGs in excess of 25,000 tons annually be considered in a
qualitative and quantitative manner. The CEQ does not propose this reference as a threshold for
determining significance, but as “a minimum standard for reporting emissions under the CAA.” The
draft guidance also recommends that the cumulative effects of climate change on the proposed
project be evaluated. The CEQ guidance is still considered draft as of the writing of this document
and is not an official CEQ policy document (Council on Environmental Quality 2010).
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State

ARB is responsible for meeting the state requirements of the federal CAA, administering the CCAA,
and establishing the CAAQS. The CCAA require all air districts in the state to endeavor to meet the
CAAQS as expeditiously as practicable but, unlike the federal CAA, does not set precise attainment
deadlines. Instead, the act established increasingly stringent requirements for areas that will require
more time to achieve the standards. CAAQS are generally more stringent than the NAAQS and
incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-
reducing particles. The CAAQS and NAAQS are listed together in Table 5-1.

ARB regulates mobile air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles, and is responsible for setting
emission standards for vehicles sold in California and other sources, such as consumer products and
certain off-road equipment. ARB oversees the functions of local air pollution control districts and air
quality management districts, which in turn administer air quality activities at the regional and
county levels.

The CCAA of 1988 substantially added to the authority and responsibilities of air districts. The CCAA
designates air districts as lead air quality planning agencies, requires air districts to prepare air
quality plans, and grants air districts authority to implement transportation control measures. The
CCAA also emphasizes the control of “indirect and area-wide sources” of air pollutant emissions. The
CCAA gives local air pollution control districts explicit authority to regulate indirect sources of air
pollution and to establish traffic control measures (TCMs).

The State of California has adopted legislation, and regulatory agencies have enacted policies,
addressing various aspects of climate change and GHG emissions mitigation. Much of this legislation
and policy activity is not directed at citizens or jurisdictions but rather establishes a broad
framework for the state’s long-term GHG mitigation and climate change adaptation program. The
governor has issued several executive orders (EOs) related to the state’s evolving climate change

policy.

State CEQA Guidelines (2010)

The State CEQA Guidelines require lead agencies to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of
GHG emissions that would result from a project. Moreover, the State CEQA Guidelines emphasize the
necessity to determine potential climate change effects of the project and propose mitigation as
necessary. The State CEQA Guidelines confirm the discretion of lead agencies to determine
appropriate significance thresholds, but require the preparation of an EIR if “there is substantial
evidence that the possible effects of a particular project are still cumulatively considerable
notwithstanding compliance with adopted regulations or requirements” (§15064.4).

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 includes considerations for lead agencies related to feasible
mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions, which may include, among others, measures in an
existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions that are required as part of the
lead agency’s decision; implementation of project features, project design, or other measures which
are incorporated into the project to substantially reduce energy consumption or GHG emissions;
offsite measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required, to mitigate a project’s emissions;
and measures that sequester carbon or carbon-equivalent emissions.
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Local

Butte County

The Butte County Air Quality Management District (BCAQMD), along with ARB, is responsible for
implementing NAAQS and CAAQS and for ensuring that these standards are met. The Butte County
Association of Governments is coordinating with BCAQMD to implement strategies for air quality
improvement through implementation of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Because of the
regional nature of the O3 conditions in the Sacramento Valley, BCAQMD is also coordinating efforts
with the Sacramento Valley Air Basin Control Council’s Technical Advisory Committee, the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District.

The BCAQMD has developed measures to control PM, consistent with SB 656! and is in the process
of developing a PM2.5 air quality attainment plan. The air district assisted in development of the
2004 Revisions to the California State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide. This document was
prepared by ARB and demonstrates that 10 nonattainment/maintenance areas, including the Chico
urbanized area, attained the 8-hour CO standard between 1992 and 1995 and describes how these
areas will continue to maintain compliance with the standard (California Air Resources Board
2004).

The BCAQMD has adopted local rules to reduce emissions throughout the district. Portions of the
proposed action in the county may be subject to the following, as well as other, rules and
regulations. (California Air Resources Board 2013a)

e Rule 200 (Nuisance): Prohibits the discharge of air containments that cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance.

e Rule 201 (Visible Emissions): Prohibits the discharge of air containments for a period or
periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour.

e Rule 202 (Particulate Matter Concentrations): Prohibits the discharge of PM in excess of
0.3 grain per cubic foot of gas at standard conditions.

o Rule 205 (Fugitive Dust Emissions): Limits the quantity of PM through best management
practices.

e Rule 252 (Stationary Internal Combustion Engines): Limits emissions of NOx and CO from
stationary internal combustion engines (if construction requires engines rated at more than 50
brake horsepower).

o Rule 309 (Wildland Vegetation Management Burning): Establishes standards for the use of
wildland vegetation management burning, range improvement burning, and forest management
burning.

The BCAQMD has specified significance thresholds in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook to determine air
quality impacts for projects located within district boundaries. The BCAQMD has three levels of
emission thresholds, and depending on the emissions produced from a proposed project, different
mitigation measures would be required. The thresholds are intended for operational emissions, but

1 Senate Bill 656 was approved on October 8, 2003 and requires ARB and local air districts to identify, develop, and
adopt a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective control measures for PM10 and PM2.5.
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can be used to evaluate construction emissions if construction will last longer than 12 months.
(Butte County Air Quality Management District 2008:2-2, 2-4.)

The BCAQMD has neither adopted rules nor regulations establishing limits on GHG emissions from
specific projects nor thresholds of significance for GHG emissions at the project level. While
BCAQMD CEQA Handbook does include a brief discussion about consistency with AB 32, the general
impacts of climate change, and the GHG policy guidance from the California Air Pollution Controls
Officers Association, the district only recommends that a qualitative discussion of GHGs be included
for air quality analyses of “sizable projects”(Butte County Air Quality Management District 2008).

The County addresses GHG emissions and climate change in a variety of policies and programs
throughout its General Plan 2030 (Butte County 2012). The County has expressed a commitment
toward reducing its impact on climate change. This commitment is extended to the cities under
County jurisdiction, including the cities of Biggs, Gridley, Chico, and Oroville, which are located in the
Plan Area.

City of Biggs

The BCAQMD has jurisdiction over air quality and GHG emissions in the county, which includes the
city of Biggs. See Butte County regulations above for further details on BCAQMD’s treatment of GHG
emissions.

The City of Biggs has identified several policies that target GHG emissions in the Conservation and
Recreation Element of the City’s General Plan Update. These policies will help the City minimize
criteria pollutant and GHG emissions (City of Biggs 2011).

City of Gridley

The BCAQMD has jurisdiction over air quality and GHG emissions in the county, which includes the
city of Gridley. See Butte County regulations, above, for further details on BCAQMD'’s treatment of
GHG emissions.

The City’s Code of Ordinances does not contain ordinances directed specifically at GHG emissions;
however, Gridley’s 2030 General Plan includes an appendix that outlines policies that can be
implemented to mitigate GHG emissions or adapt to climate change (City of Gridley 2010). The
general plan also considers agriculture and flooding safety concerns in regard to climate change
adaptation.

City of Chico

The BCAQMD has jurisdiction over air quality and GHG emissions in the county, which includes the
city of Chico. See Butte County regulations, above, for further details on BCAQMD’s treatment of GHG
emissions.

The City of Chico’s 2030 General Plan includes policies that will help the City minimize criteria
pollutant and GHG emissions. The Open Space and Environment Element includes a number of
policies that seek to improve air quality reduce GHG emissions (City of Chico 2011a).
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City of Oroville

The BCAQMD has jurisdiction over air quality and GHG emissions in the county, which includes the
city of Oroville. See Butte County regulations, above, for further details on BCAQMD’s treatment of
GHG emissions.

The Open Space, Natural Resources and Conservation Element in the City’s 2030 General Plan
identifies a number of strategies aimed at improving air quality and reducing GHG emissions (City of
Oroville 2009).

5.1.2 Environmental Setting

This section discusses the existing conditions as of May 2012 related to GHG emissions and, to a
lesser extent, climate change in the Plan Area.

Climate and Meteorology

The primary factors that determine air quality are the locations of air pollutant sources and the
amount of pollutants emitted from those sources. Meteorological and topographical conditions are
also important factors. Atmospheric conditions, such as wind speed, wind direction, and air
temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the
movement and dispersal of air pollutants.

Butte County is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). The SVAB includes Butte,
Sacramento, Sutter, and Yolo Counties and parts of Solano, Placer, and El Dorado Counties. The SVAB
is bounded on the west by the Coast Ranges and on the north and east by the Cascade Range and
Sierra Nevada. The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is located to the south. The county, although north
of the Sacramento metropolitan area, often suffers from transport of pollutants from the Sacramento
area.

The SVAB has a Mediterranean climate characterized by hot, dry summers and cool, rainy winters.
During summer, the wide, flat expanse of the Central Valley provides an ideal environment for the
formation of photochemical smog. Hot, cloudless days of low-velocity winds allow sunlight to
combine with photochemically reactive hydrocarbons, or ozone precursors (reactive organic gases
[ROG]) and nitrogen oxides (NOy), produced throughout the valley, resulting in an increase in ozone,
particularly during late afternoons. Winds arising later may help dispel pollutants, but may also
transfer it to other areas from Sacramento to Butte County.

During winter, the north Pacific storm track intermittently dominates valley weather, and fair
weather alternates with periods of extensive clouds and precipitation. Also characteristic of winter
weather in the valley are periods of dense and persistent low-level fog, which is most prevalent
between storms. The frequency and persistence of heavy fog in the valley diminishes with the
approach of spring. The average yearly temperature range for the Sacramento Valley is 20-115°F,
with summer high temperatures often exceeding 90°F and winter low temperatures occasionally
dropping below freezing.

In general, the prevailing wind in the Sacramento Valley is from the southwest because of marine
breezes flowing through the Carquinez Strait. The Carquinez Strait is the major corridor for air
moving into the Sacramento Valley from the west. Incoming airflow strength varies daily with a
pronounced diurnal cycle. Influx strength is weakest in the morning and increases in the evening.
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The Schultz Eddy, an eddy formed when incoming marine air is diverted by mountains on the
valley’s western side, is associated with the influx of air through the Carquinez Strait. The eddy
contributes to the formation of a low-level southerly jet between 500 and 1,000 feet above the
surface that is capable of speeds in excess of 35 mph. This jet is important for air quality in the
Sacramento Valley because of its ability to transport air pollutants over large distances.

The SVAB’s climate and topography contribute to the formation and transport of photochemical
pollutants throughout the region. The region experiences temperature inversions that limit
atmospheric mixing and trap pollutants, resulting in high pollutant concentrations near the ground
surface. Generally, the lower the inversion base height from the ground and the greater the
temperature increase from base to top, the more pronounced the inhibiting effect of the inversion
will be on pollutant dispersion. Consequently, the highest concentrations of photochemical
pollutants occur from late spring to early fall, when photochemical reactions are greatest because of
more intense sunlight and the lower altitude of daytime inversion layers. Surface inversions (0-500
feet above sea level) are most frequent during winter, and subsidence inversions (1,000-2,000 feet
above sea level) are most common in summer.

It is expected that the regional climate will change as a result of increasing GHG concentrations in
the atmosphere. These changes are discussed in the following sections.

Criteria Pollutants

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO), a colorless and odorless gas, interferes with the transfer of oxygen to the
brain. It can cause dizziness and fatigue, and can impair central nervous system functions. CO is
emitted almost exclusively from the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. Automobile exhaust and
residential wood burning in fireplaces and woodstoves emit most of the CO in the county. CO is a
non-reactive air pollutant that dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient CO concentrations generally
follows the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced
by local meteorological conditions—primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability.
CO from motor-vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based temperature
inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical situation at dusk in urban
areas between November and February. Because motor vehicles are the dominant source of CO
emissions, CO hotspots are normally located near roads and freeways with high traffic volume. The
highest CO concentrations measured in the county are typically recorded during the winter.

Ozone

Ground-level ozone (03) is the principal component of smog. Ozone is not directly emitted into the
atmosphere, but instead forms through a photochemical reaction of ROG and NOx, which are known
as Oz precursors. Ozone levels are highest from late spring through autumn when precursor
emissions are high and meteorological conditions are warm and stagnant.

Motor vehicles create the majority of ROG and NOx emissions in the county. Exposure to levels of 03
above current ambient air quality standards can lead to human health effects such as lung
inflammation and tissue damage and impaired lung functioning. Ozone exposure is also associated
with symptoms such as coughing, chest tightness, shortness of breath, and the worsening of asthma
symptoms. Outdoor workers, athletes, children, and others who spend greater amounts of time
outdoors during smoggy periods are at greatest risk for harmful health effects. Elevated Oz levels
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can reduce crop and timber yields, as well as damage native plants. Ozone can also damage
materials such as rubber, fabrics, and plastics.

Nitrogen Dioxide

NOy, a reddish-brown gas, irritates the lungs. It can cause breathing difficulties at high
concentrations. Like O3, NO; is not directly emitted, but is formed through a reaction between nitric
oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen. NO and NO; are collectively referred to as nitrogen oxides
(NOx) and are major contributors to O3 formation. NO2 also contributes to the formation of PM10
(see discussion of PM10 below). Levels of NO; in the county are relatively low.

Sulfur Oxides

Sulfur oxides, primarily SO, are a product of high-sulfur fuel combustion. The main sources of SO
are coal and oil used in power stations, in industries, and for domestic heating, as well as motor
vehicle exhaust and other combustion processes. Industrial chemical manufacturing is another
source of SOz. SOz is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs. It can cause acute respiratory
symptoms and diminished ventilator function in children.

Suspended Particulate Matter

Particulate matter (PM) is a complex mixture of tiny particles that consists of dry solid fragments,
solid cores with liquid coatings, and small droplets of liquid. These particles vary greatly in shape,
size, and chemical composition, and can be made up of many different materials such as metals, soot,
soil, and dust. Particles 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10) are considered respirable particulate
matter. Fine particles are 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5) and can contribute significantly to
regional haze and reduction of visibility. Inhalable particulates come from smoke, dust, aerosols, and
metallic oxides. Although particulates are found naturally in the air, most PM found in the area is
emitted either directly or indirectly by motor vehicles, industry, construction, agricultural activities,
and wind erosion of disturbed areas. Most PM2.5 is comprised of combustion products such as
smoke.

Extensive research reviewed by ARB indicates that exposure to outdoor PM10 and PM2.5 levels
exceeding current ambient air quality standards is associated with increased risk of hospitalization
for lung and heart-related respiratory illness, including emergency room visits for asthma. PM
exposure is also associated with increased risk of premature deaths, especially in the elderly and
people with pre-existing cardiopulmonary disease. In children, studies have shown associations
between PM exposure and reduced lung function and increased respiratory symptoms and illnesses.
Besides reducing visibility, the acidic portion of PM (nitrates, sulfates) can harm crops, forests,
aquatic and other ecosystems.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a broad class of compounds known to cause morbidity or
mortality (usually because they cause cancer) and include the criteria air pollutants listed above.
TACs are found in ambient air, especially in urban areas, and are caused by industry, agriculture,
fuel combustion, and commercial operations (e.g., dry cleaners). TACs are typically found in low
concentrations, even near their source (e.g., diesel PM and benzene near freeways). Because chronic
exposure can result in adverse health effects, TACs are regulated at the regional, state, and federal
level.
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Diesel exhaust is the predominant TAC in urban air and is estimated to represent about two-thirds
of the cancer risk from TACs (based on the statewide average). Diesel exhaust is a complex mixture
of gases, vapors, and fine particles. This complexity makes the evaluation of health effects of diesel
exhaust a complex scientific issue. Some of the chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and
formaldehyde, have been previously identified as TACs by ARB and are listed as carcinogens either
under the state's Proposition 65 or under the federal Hazardous Air Pollutants program. California
adopted a comprehensive diesel risk reduction program. EPA adopted low sulfur diesel fuel
standards that went into effect in June 2006 and will reduce diesel PM substantially.

In cooler weather, smoke from residential wood combustion can be a source of TACs. Localized high
TAC concentrations can result when cold, stagnant air traps smoke near the ground; with no wind,
the pollution can persist for many hours. This occurs in sheltered valleys during the winter. Wood
smoke also contains a significant amount of PM10 and PM2.5. Wood smoke is an irritant and can
worsen asthma and other chronic lung problems.

Existing Air Quality Conditions

Existing air quality conditions in the Plan Area can be characterized in terms of the federal and state
air quality standards and by monitoring data collected in the region. EPA and ARB maintain an
extensive network of monitoring stations throughout California. Table 5-4 presents pollutant
concentrations for western Butte County measured at the Chico, Manzanita Avenue Monitoring
Station for the most recent 3-year period for which there is data (2009-2011). Because the Plan
Area includes only western Butte County, monitoring data from the Paradise Fire Station and
Paradise Airport monitoring stations were not included. As shown in Table 5-4, the county has
experienced violations of the ozone, PM2.5, and PM10 standards.

Table 5-4. Monitored Pollutant Concentrations at the Chico Manzanita Avenue Monitoring Station,
2009-2011

Pollutant Standards 2009 2010 2011
1-Hour Ozone
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.080 0.077 0.080
Second-highest 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.080 0.074 0.078
1-hour California designation value 0.09 0.09 0.08
1-hour expected peak day concentration 0.088 0.085 0.073
Number of days standard exceeded?
CAAQS 1-hour (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0
8-Hour Ozone
National maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.073 0.070 0.068
National second-highest 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.070 0.069 0.068
State maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.073 0.071 0.068
State second-highest 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.071 0.069 0.068
8-hour national designation value 0.071 0.069 0.068
8-hour California designation value 0.083 0.081 0.073
8-hour expected peak day concentration 0.083 0.081 0.074
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Pollutant Standards 2009 2010 2011
Number of days standard exceeded?
NAAQS 8-hour (>0.075 ppm) 0 0 0
CAAQS 8-hour (>0.070 ppm) 2 1 0
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.037 0.046 0.041
State second-highest 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.037 0.040 0.040
Annual average concentration (ppm) 0.008 0.007 0.008
Number of days standard exceeded
CAAQS 1-hour (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
National® maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 2.35 1.80 2.14
National® second-highest 8-hour concentration (ppm) 1.99 1.59 1.73
California® maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 2.35 1.80 2.14
Californiac second-highest 8-hour concentration (ppm) 1.99 1.59 1.73
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 2.8 2.5 2.6
Second-highest 1-hour concentration (ppm) 2.8 2.3 2.5
Number of days standard exceeded?
NAAQS 8-hour (>9 ppm) 0 0 0
CAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 0
NAAQS 1-hour (>35 ppm) 0 0 0
Particulate Matter (PM10)d
National® maximum 24-hour concentration (pg/m3) 48.2 38.3 58.4
National® second-highest 24-hour concentration (ug/ms3) 43.4 32.7 56.6
State® maximum 24-hour concentration (pg/ms3) 47.7 40.9 619
Statec second-highest 24-hour concentration (pg/ms3) 45.9 33.8 60.2
State annual average concentration (png/ms3)e 20.1 17.0 22.4
Number of days standard exceeded?
NAAQS 24-hour (>150 ug/m3)f 0 0 0
CAAQS 24-hour (>50 pg/m?3)f 0 0 4
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
National® maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/ms3) 35.1 319 51.8
National? second-highest 24-hour concentration (ug/ms3) 30.0 29.0 46.2
State® maximum 24-hour concentration (pg/ms3) 59.2 39.8 66.0
Statec second-highest 24-hour concentration (pg/m?3) 54.2 38.6 62.8
National annual designation value (pg/m3) 12.4 11.5 10.1
National annual average concentration (pg/ms3) 10.0 8.0 12.0
State annual designation value (pug/ms3) 18 18 15
State annual average concentration (pg/ms3)e 13.0 10.9 14.6
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Pollutant Standards 2009 2010 2011
Number of days standard exceeded?
NAAQS 24-hour (>35 pg/m3) 0 0 6

Sources: California Air Resources Board 2013b; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2013.

CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards.

NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards.

NA insufficient data available to determine the value.

2 An exceedance is not necessarily a violation.

b National statistics are based on standard conditions data. In addition, national statistics are based on
samplers using federal reference or equivalent methods.

¢ State statistics are based on local conditions data, except in the South Coast Air Basin, for which statistics
are based on standard conditions data. In addition, State statistics are based on California approved
samplers.

d Measurements usually are collected every 6 days.

e State criteria for ensuring that data are sufficiently complete for calculating valid annual averages are more
stringent than the national criteria.

f Mathematical estimate of how many days’ concentrations would have been measured as higher than the
level of the standard had each day been monitored. Values have been truncated for presentation.

Attainment Status

Local monitoring data (Table 5-4) is used to designate areas as nonattainment, maintenance,
attainment, or unclassified for the NAAQS and CAAQS. The four designations are further defined as
follows.

e Nonattainment—assigned to areas where monitored pollutant concentrations consistently
violate the standard in question.

e Maintenance—assigned to areas where monitored pollutant concentrations exceeded the
standard in question in the past, but are no longer in violation of that standard.

e Attainment—assigned to areas where pollutant concentrations meet the standard in question
over a designated period of time.

e Unclassified—assigned to areas were data are insufficient to determine whether a pollutant is
violating the standard in question.

Table 5-5 summarizes the attainment status of the county with regard to the federal and state
standards.
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Table 5-5. Federal and State Attainment Status for Butte County

Butte County

Pollutant Federal Standard State Standard

03, 1 hour No Standard Moderate Nonattainment
03, 8-hour Partial Marginal Nonattainment? Nonattainment

PM10 Attainment Nonattainment

PM2.5 Partial Nonattainment? Nonattainment

(60] Partial Moderate Maintenance? Attainment

NO:2 Attainment Attainment

SO: Attainment Attainment

Sources: U.S Environmental Protection Agency 2012; California Air Resources Board 2012b.
a Designation only applies to the western portion of the County.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors are locations where human populations, especially children, seniors, and sick
persons are found, and there is reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure according to
the averaging period for ambient air quality standards. Typical sensitive receptors include
residences, hospitals, and schools. In general, these sensitive receptors are concentrated in the
major cities and small towns in Butte County. The cities of Biggs, Gridley, Chico, and Oroville contain
concentrations of sensitive receptors. In addition, scattered rural residences are also located
throughout the undeveloped or rural lands.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

GHGs trap infrared radiation emitted from the earth’s surface, which otherwise would be reflected
into space. Anthropogenic emissions of GHGs, resulting in ambient concentrations outside of what
can be considered the natural range, are thought to be responsible for the enhancement of the
natural greenhouse effect, or global warming. A warmer lower atmosphere induces changes in
weather patterns and increased sea levels as a result of the melting of ice in the polar regions. This
phenomenon is often referred to as climate change.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) lists carbon dioxide (COz), methane (CHa4),
nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride
(SF¢) as six of the major GHGs from anthropomorphic sources. These gases are also listed under the
CAA and AB 32. A brief description of the sources of each GHG follows.

Carbon Dioxide

CO; is the most abundant anthropogenic GHG, accounting for more than 75% of all anthropogenic
GHG emissions. Its long atmospheric lifetime (on the order of decades to centuries) ensures that
atmospheric concentrations of CO; will remain elevated for decades after GHG mitigation efforts are
promulgated (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007a). Primary sources of
anthropogenic CO; in the atmosphere include the burning of fossil fuels (including motor vehicles),
cement production, and land use changes, including deforestation. Atmospheric CO> has increased
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from pre-industrial levels of 280 ppm to a concentration of 379 ppm in 2005 (Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change 2007Db).

Methane

CHgs, the main component of natural gas, is the second most abundant GHG and has a global warming
potential (GWP), 21 times that of CO; (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 1996).
Anthropogenic emissions of CHs are the result of anaerobic emissions from rice paddies, cattle
enteric fermentation, combusting natural gas, landfilled waste, and mining coal (National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration 2010). Atmospheric CHs has increased from pre-industrial levels of
715 ppb to a concentration of 1,774 ppb in 2005 (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
2007b).

Nitrous Oxide

N0 is a powerful GHG, with a GWP 310 times that of CO (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change 2007a). One of the major sources of N0 is biological decomposition and agriculture, such as
from manure and fertilizer application. N0 is also a by-product of vehicle emissions and fuel-fired
power plants. N2O concentrations in the atmosphere have increased 18% from pre-industrial levels
of 270 ppb to 319 ppb in 2005 (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007b).

High—Global Warming Potential Gases

High GWP gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF¢, are human-made chemicals used in a variety of
industries and applications, such as refrigeration (HFCs), aluminum production (PFCs), and
electricity transmission (SFe). Some of these gases have GWP several orders of magnitude greater
than CO; and can persist in the atmosphere for millennia. SFe is the most powerful of the GHGs listed
in the [PCC studies, with a GWP of 23,900 (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007a).
Table 5-6 summarizes the lifetimes and GWPs of CO,, CH4, N20, and SFe.

Table 5-6. Lifetimes and Global Warming Potentials

Global Warming Potential Lifetime 2005 Atmospheric
Greenhouse Gas (100 years) (years) Abundance
Carbon Dioxide (ppm) 1 50-200 379
Methane (ppt) 21 9-15 1.7
Nitrous oxide (ppt) 310 120 0.32
Sulfur Hexafluoride (ppt) 23,900 3,200 5.6

Sources: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 1996, 2001:388-390, 2007.
ppt = parts per trillion.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories

A GHG inventory is a quantification of all GHG emissions and sinks within a selected physical and/or
economic boundary. GHG inventories can be performed on a large scale (i.e., for global and national
entities) or on a small scale (i.e., for a particular building or person). Although many processes are
difficult to evaluate, several agencies have developed tools to quantify emissions from certain
sources.
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Table 5-7 outlines the most recent global, national, statewide, and local GHG inventories to help
contextualize the magnitude of potential proposed action-related emissions.

Table 5-7. Global, National, State, and Local GHG Emissions Inventories

Emissions Inventory COze (metric tons)
2004 IPCC Global GHG Emissions Inventory 49,000,000,000
2011 EPA National GHG Emissions Inventory 6,708,300,000
2010 ARB State GHG Emissions Inventory 488,600,000
2006 Butte County Unincorporated GHG Emissions Inventory 601,266

Sources: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007a; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
2013; California Air Resources Board 2013c; Butte County 2010.

COze = carbon dioxide equivalent.

Regional Emissions

GHG inventories typically are performed at the city, county or air district level and thus an exact
overlap of the Plan Area with an existing GHG inventory is not possible. Sources of GHG emissions in
the county include on-road transportation (49.2%), electricity usage (17.8%), agricultural vehicles
and equipment (12.8%), natural gas (10.3%), off-road vehicles and equipment (6.8%), landfills
(2.4%), and stationary sources (0.7%). Similar to the pattern of emissions at the state level, on-road
vehicle travel, building energy use, and agricultural activities are the largest sources of GHG
emissions in the Plan Area (Butte County 2010).

GHG emissions from agriculture, especially from rice production, are a unique characteristic of the
Plan Area. Agricultural land makes up the vast majority of the Plan Area and is also a significant
economic focus in the county. Rice cultivation results in considerably higher levels of GHGs
compared to other crops because of the need to fully inundate crops. Perpetually flooded
environments allow the anaerobic fermentation of soil organic matter and the release of CHa.
Because of the significant acreage devoted to rice production in the Plan Area and because CH4 has a
GWP 21 times that of CO3, agriculture likely represents a significant source of emissions in the Plan
Area (Butte County 2010).

5.2 Environmental Consequences

This section incorporates by reference the impact determinations presented for air quality and
climate change in the Local Agencies’ general plan EIRs (as described in more detail in Chapter 3,
Section 3.3, Resource Chapter Organization and NEPA/CEQA Requirements).? The significance
findings and mitigation measures of each of the general plan EIRs are compiled in Appendix C. The
Lead Agencies have reviewed these analyses and found them to be appropriate for the purposes of
this EIS/EIR.

2 These previous CEQA documents are available collectively for public review at the BCAG offices (2580 Sierra
Sunrise Terrace, Suite 100 Chico, CA 95928-8441). Individual general plans and EIRs are also available at each of
the respective land use agencies.
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5.2.1 Methods for Impact Analysis

The BRCP would not provide individual project approvals or entitlements for any private or public
development or infrastructure projects. Accordingly, this EIS/EIR does not provide CEQA or NEPA
coverage for individual covered activities and does not function as a programmatic or umbrella
CEQA or NEPA document for regional development and infrastructure projects. The BRCP EIS/EIR
evaluates only the adverse and beneficial environmental effects associated with the decisions of the
Local Agencies, water and irrigation districts, and Caltrans to approve, permit, and implement the
BRCP. Accordingly, the methods for analyzing direct impacts on air quality and climate change are
tailored to evaluate the decisions of the Local Agencies, water and irrigation districts, and Caltrans
to approve, permit, and implement the BRCP. This EIS/EIR also incorporates the impact
determinations of the Local Agencies’ general plan EIRs to analyze indirect impacts on air quality
and climate change.

In adopting the EIRs for the local general plans, each Local Agency determined that the
programmatic impacts on air quality would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level where
possible through the implementation of general plan policies and the adoption of identified
mitigation measures. For certain impacts, it was determined that there would be significant and
unavoidable impacts resulting from air pollutant emissions.

It is assumed that all covered activities approved by the Local Agencies would be consistent with the
policies of the respective general plans and would be subject to any mitigation measures identified
such that impacts would be adequately mitigated to the extent identified in the general plan EIRs.
Water and irrigation district activities have not been analyzed in previous CEQA documents. These
activities include: rerouting of existing canals, replacement of water delivery structures,
replacement of large weirs, mowing and trimming vegetation along service roads, and removing
aquatic vegetation from canals. Potential impacts on air quality could occur primarily during
construction or maintenance of these activities. The methodology for evaluating impacts on air
quality also incorporates standard best management practices (BMPs) required by Caltrans during
construction of transportation projects. These BMPs are summarized in Appendix D. The analysis
assumes that Caltrans would implement these BMPs, when appropriate, during transportation
projects within the Plan Area.

Air quality impacts associated with the proposed BRCP and alternatives would result in
construction, operational, toxic air contaminant, and odor emissions resulting from equipment
exhaust and fugitive dust. These potential impacts would occur on a temporary basis during
construction and on a limited basis during operation and maintenance. Impacts associated with
construction and operational emissions, toxic air contaminants, and odor emissions, were evaluated
on a qualitative basis.

5.2.2 Significance Criteria
Federal Criteria

Criteria Pollutants

The air quality Plan Area is in federally classified nonattainment and/or maintenance areas for
ozone, CO, and PM2.5 (Table 5-5). Consequently, to fulfill general conformity requirements, a
General Conformity evaluation would be required to identify whether the total ozone, CO, and PM2.5
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emissions for the action alternatives are subject to the General Conformity rule. The General
Conformity evaluation must consider both direct and indirect sources of emissions for all
nonattainment and/or maintenance pollutants, which include regulated precursor emissions.
Regulated precursor emissions for ozone include ROG and NOx. Regulated precursor emissions for
PM2.5 include SOz, NOx, and ROG. Therefore, the General Conformity analysis evaluates each of
these direct and indirect (precursor) emissions.

The General Conformity evaluation is made by comparing all emission sources (e.g., haul trucks, off-
road equipment) to the applicable General Conformity de minimis thresholds. It should be noted that
because power plants are subject to New Source Review permitting requirements, which are exempt
from the General Conformity rule, emissions associated with electricity generation are not included
in the General Conformity evaluation. Table 5-8 summarizes the de minimis thresholds applicable to
the proposed action, based on the region’s attainment status (Table 5-5) and the de minimis
threshold values presented in Tables 5-2 and 5-3. Any emissions in excess of those indicated in
Table 5-8 would have an adverse effect on air quality.

Table 5-8. Federal de minimis Thresholds (tons per year)

Pollutant Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin
NOx 100
VOC/ROG 100
co 100
PM10 -
PM2.5 100
SO2 -

Greenhouse Gases

CEQ’s draft guidance identifies 25,000 metric tons of COze as “a minimum standard for reporting
emissions under the Clean Air Act” and “an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment
may be meaningful to decision makers and the public” (Council on Environmental Quality 2010). It
is a useful tool to evaluate whether emissions associated with the proposed action may be
significant, as CEQ guidance indicates that it is “an indicator of a minimum level of GHG emissions
that may warrant some description in the appropriate NEPA analysis for agency actions involving
direct emissions of GHGs” (Council on Environmental Quality 2010). In this analysis, emissions in
excess of 25,000 metric tons of COze were considered to result in an adverse effect related to climate
change.

State Criteria

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the action alternatives would be
considered to have a significant effect if they would result in any of the conditions listed below.

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

e Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation.
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e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).

e Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
e Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people

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

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

BCAQMD Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied on to make significance
determinations for potential impacts on environmental resources. BCAQMD has specified
significance thresholds in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook to determine air quality effects of projects
located within district boundaries. BCAQMD has three levels of emission thresholds, and depending
on the emissions produced from a proposed project, different mitigation measures are required
(Table 5-9). The thresholds are intended for operational emissions but can be used to evaluate
construction emissions if construction lasts longer than 12 months (Butte County Air Quality
Management District 2008).

Table 5-9. BCAQMD Significance Thresholds (pounds/day)

Pollutant Level A Level B Level C
NOx« <=25 >25 >137

ROG <=25 >25 >137
PM10 <=80 >80 >137
Level of significance Potentially significant Potentially significant ~ Significant
Level of significance after Less than significant Less than significant Significant

implementation of feasible mitigation

Source: Butte County Air Quality Management District 2008.

Should a project emit greater than 25 Ibs/day of ROG and/or NOx and greater than 80 Ibs/day of
PM10, the project would have the potential to cause significant air quality impacts, and all best
available mitigation measures (BAMM) and standard mitigation measures (SMM), as necessary,
should be implemented. Projects with emissions below these levels would only need to implement
SMMs. Should a project emit greater than 137 lbs/day of ROG, NOx, and PM10, the project would
have significant air quality impacts.

Greenhouse Gases

The BCAQMD has not established thresholds to define a “significant amount" of GHGs within the
context of CEQA. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), South Coast Air Quality
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Management District (SCAQMD), and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJVAPCD)have adopted GHG thresholds (Table 5-10). To evaluate significance, this analysis draws
upon the adopted GHG thresholds in Table 5-10 to evaluate GHG emissions. In accordance with the
State CEQA guidelines, the analysis includes a cumulative, rather than project-level, evaluation of
climate change impacts.

Table 5-10. Adopted and Draft Greenhouse Gas Thresholds

Agency Threshold Application
BAAQMD 1,100 (metric tons/year) Development projects (operational
emissions)

Compliance with GHG reduction strategy
4.6 metric tons/service population/year

25,000 (metric tons/year) Stationary source projects
(operational emissions)

SJVAPCD Compliance with GHG reduction strategy Development and stationary source
rojects (operational emissions
Implementation of best performance standards pro) (op )
29% reduction in GHG emissions relative to
business-as-usual conditions?

Sacramento 4.56 metric tons per capita® Transportation projects
County (Draft)

Sources: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2010; San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
2009; Sacramento County 2010.

a Defined as emissions that would occur if no GHG mitigation measures were implemented.

b This threshold is based on a per capita approach. Consequently, it is difficult to apply this threshold to the
proposed project—there is not a means of identifying the population served by the project, particularly
since the project is intended to provide a transportation link across the Sacramento and into El Dorado
counties.

5.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Alternative 1—No Action (No Plan Implementation)

As discussed in Section 2.3.1, Alternative 1—No-Action Alternative (No Plan Implementation), under
Alternative 1, project proponents would apply for permits on a project-by-project basis, without a
coordinated and comprehensive effort to minimize and mitigate biological impacts through the
BRCP. The urban development and other projects described in the Local Agencies’ general plans and
general plan EIRs would take place under this alternative. This includes construction of residential,
commercial, and industrial development; construction, maintenance, and use of urban
infrastructure, parks, recreational facilities, public services, and similar types of urban land uses.
Other activities that would occur under Alternative 1 are construction and maintenance of public
infrastructure projects outside of urban areas, including public infrastructure projects in and over
streams (e.g. bridge replacements). No regional conservation strategy or conservation measures
would be implemented; therefore, impacts on air quality and climate change associated with the
conservation strategy and conservation measures would not occur. In addition, none of the
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Avoidance and Minimization Measures included in the BRCP would be implemented under
Alternative 1, and thus would not reduce construction air emissions.

Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—The County’s general plan EIR concluded that implementation of General Plan 2030
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Northern Sacramento Valley Planning
Area 2006 Air Quality Attainment Plan (NSVPA Plan) because population and pollutant emissions
resulting from implementation of the general plan would not exceed BCAG’s growth estimates
(Butte County 2010). There are agricultural service project activities and waste activities associated
with Butte County that could result in pollutant emissions. However, these activities are discussed in
the general plan, and the impacts associated with these activities are analyzed in the general plan
EIR. Therefore, implementation of the general plan, including implementation of agricultural service
project activities and waste activities, would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan.

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR assessed whether land use activities associated
with implementation of the City’s general plan would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
NSVPA Plan. Wastewater development project activities and maintenance activities associated with
the city of Chico could result in pollutant emissions. However, these activities are discussed in the
general plan, and the impacts associated with these activities are analyzed in the general plan EIR.
The EIR concluded that the general plan was designed so that land use activities would not conflict
with the NSVPA Plan (City of Chico 2011b). Therefore, implementation of the general plan, including
wastewater development project activities and maintenance activities, would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that activities in the general plan
would be associated with temporary construction emissions that would generate ROG, NOx, CO, and
PM (City of Oroville 2009). These emissions could potentially conflict with the NSVPA Plan.
Therefore, implementation of the general plan would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan.

City of Gridley—Source emissions from wastewater development project activities and maintenance
activities associated with the city of Gridley are discussed in the City’s general plan, and the impacts
associated with these activities are analyzed in the general plan EIR. The general plan EIR
determined that mobile and area source emissions that would result from implementation of the
general plan are not taken into account in the existing air quality plan. Consequently, the activities in
the general plan would conflict with the NSVPA Plan. Therefore, implementation of the general plan
would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that land use activities associated
with implementation of the general plan would conflict with the NSVPA Plan (City of Biggs
2013).Therefore, implementation of the general plan would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

Transportation Facilities—Transportation facility construction and maintenance activities include
capacity enhancing projects; intersection improvements; bridge improvements; and rehabilitation
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and minor improvements to existing roadways, bike paths, parking facilities, transit facilities, rail
facilities, airports, and other infrastructure. These activities could have an impact on air quality as a
result of the substantial amount of heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment used that
would generate air pollution emissions and earth movement that could generate dust. Projects
would be undertaken by Caltrans, BCAG, and the Local Agencies. This impact could be significant if
construction activities were such that pollutant emissions would still exceed the general conformity
de minimis thresholds indicated in Table 5-8 or BCAQMD’s thresholds indicated in Table 5-9.
Standard construction mitigation measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines would reduce the
amount of exhaust generated from construction equipment, while BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10
mitigation measures would reduce dust impacts (Butte County Air Quality Management District
2008). In addition all BMPs required by Caltrans to control emissions, as described in Appendix D,
would be implemented during their projects. However, emissions may not be reduced below the
thresholds in Table 5-8 or 5-9 because of construction duration and number of heavy duty
equipment used. Therefore, is anticipated that these activities would conflict with the NSVPA Plan.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—Recurring maintenance
activities primarily include those undertaken by the Local Agencies and would include vegetation
removal on levees, vegetation clearing using herbicides and potential tree removal. It could also
include discing for firebreaks. These activities would not result in substantial air pollutant
emissions, as heavy-duty equipment is not anticipated to be regularly used or would be used
intermittently and infrequently (i.e., prior to fire season). No emissions or very limited emissions
would be emitted and standard construction mitigation measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines
would reduce the amount of exhaust generated from construction equipment, while BCAQMD’s
fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would reduce dust impacts (Butte County Air Quality
Management District 2008). Therefore, it is anticipated that implementation of these activities
would not conflict with the NSVPA Plan.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—Facility upgrades and maintenance would occur within the water
and irrigation district service areas and include rerouting and maintaining canals and vegetation
maintenance. Some of the activities, such as rerouting existing canals and replacing water delivery
structures and other larger structures could require a substantial amount of heavy-duty diesel-
powered construction equipment that would result in air pollutant emissions. Mowing and trimming
of vegetation along service roads and the removal of aquatic vegetation from canals would likely
only require hand operated equipment, but may also require the infrequent use of mowers that
would result in minor air pollutant emissions. If emissions from the construction activities using
heavy-duty equipment on a more frequent basis exceed BCAQMD'’s thresholds, the activities could
conflict with the NSVPA Plan, and the impact would be significant. Standard construction mitigation
measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would be
applied; however, it is anticipated that implementation of these activities could conflict with the
NSVPA Plan.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, as well as
construction activities related to transportation facilities and water and irrigation district activities,
Alternative 1 would conflict with the NSVPA Plan. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies
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or mitigation measures and implementation of standard construction mitigation measures from
BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Caltrans BMPs
would not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, as well as
construction activities related to transportation facilities and water and irrigation district activities,
Alternative 1 would conflict with the NSVPA Plan. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies
or mitigation measures and implementation of standard construction mitigation measures from
BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures and Caltrans BMPs
would not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Impact AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—As discussed in the County’s general plan EIR, land use activities associated with
implementation of the General Plan 2030, including the covered activities, would result in a
potential CO, ROG, NOx, and PM emissions from vehicles and non-vehicle sources. Through
quantitative modeling, the EIR determined that CO emissions from vehicles would not violate state
or federal CO standards. Decreases in criteria pollutant emissions are expected from vehicle sources
due to improvements in engine technology. Other sources of emissions, including mining,
agricultural, construction, and residential, commercial, and industrial development, would not
contribute or violate any air quality standards due to general plan policies and BCAQMD standard
mitigation measures. Therefore, implementation of the general plan would not violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation.

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that land use activities that would be
implemented as part of the existing general plan could result in short-term construction-related
emissions. The general plan could add a substantial amount of development and infrastructure in
the city, and construction of this development could result in emissions that exceed BCAQMD
thresholds (City of Chico 2011b). Therefore, implementation of the general plan would violate any
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation.

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that construction activities
associated with the implementation of the general plan would generate ROG, NOx, CO, and PM
emissions. The general plan includes policies that would reduce construction emissions, but short-
term construction emissions could exceed BCAQMD thresholds (City of Oroville 2009). Therefore,
implementation of the general plan would violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing air quality violation.

City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that activities associated with
implementation of the general plan would generate short-term construction emissions that could
violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing air quality violation. Construction would
follow BCAQMD standard mitigation measures, but emissions would be substantial due to the
amount of total development that could occur (City of Gridley 2009). Therefore, implementation of
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the general plan would violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air
quality violation.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that land use activities associated
with implementation of the general plan would result in long-term emissions that could contribute
to a violation of federal and state ozone and PM standards. Additionally, short-term construction
emissions associated with the land use activities in the general plan could violate federal and state
ozone and PM standards (City of Biggs 2013). Therefore, implementation of the general plan would
violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation.

Transportation Facilities—Transportation facility construction and maintenance would occur as
described in Impact AQ-1. All BMPs required by Caltrans to control emissions, as described in
Appendix D, would be implemented during their projects, and BCAG projects would follow general
plan policies and BCAQMD standard mitigation measures. However, it is anticipated these activities
would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation due to the
substantial amounts of heavy-duty construction equipment expected to be used.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—Recurring maintenance
activities primarily include those undertaken by the Local Agencies and are described under Impact
AQ-1. Itis anticipated these activities would not violate air quality standards or contribute to an
existing air quality violation due to their limited duration and frequency.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—Facility upgrades and maintenance would occur within the water
and irrigation district service areas as described under Impact AQ-1. Standard construction
mitigation measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines would reduce the amount of exhaust
generated from heavy-duty equipment, while BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would
reduce dust impacts (Butte County Air Quality Management District 2008). It is anticipated these
activities would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations- related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, as well
as construction activities related to transportation facilities and water and irrigation district
activities, Alternative 1 would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality
violation. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures and the
BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, would not reduce these effects to less-than-
significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations- related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, as well as
construction activities related to transportation facilities and water and irrigation district activities,
Alternative 1 would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation.
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures and the BCAQMD’s
fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
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Impact AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors) (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—The County’s general plan EIR determined that implementation of General Plan 2030
would result in net decreases of criteria pollutants due to improvements in engine technology and
the retirement of older vehicles. Non-mobile emissions would occur due to land use development,
but this development would follow any applicable general plan policies and air district rules.
Therefore, implementation in of the general plan would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is a nonattainment area for an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that the covered activities included in
the general plan and development in the region’s air basin would cause a cumulatively considerable
net increase in ozone and PM (City of Chico 2011b). Therefore, implementation of the general plan
would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard.

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that construction activities
would temporarily generate ROG, NOx, CO, and PM emissions that could impact air quality (City of
Oroville 2009). These construction activities in combination with other development in the region
could cause a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants for which the region is a
nonattainment area. Therefore, implementation of the general plan would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is a nonattainment
area for an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.

City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that long-term operational,
regional emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors would be generated by activities that would
occur under the general plan. These long-term emissions could result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of criteria pollutants for which the region is a nonattainment area. Therefore,
implementation of the general plan would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that implementation of the general
plan and other development in the region’s air basin would cause a net increase of ozone and PM
that would be cumulatively considerable (City of Biggs 2013). Therefore, implementation of the
general plan would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard.

Transportation Facilities—Transportation facility construction and maintenance would occur as
described in Impact AQ-1. All BMPs required by Caltrans to control emissions, as described in
Appendix D, would be implemented during their projects, and BCAG projects would follow general
plan policies and BCAQMD standard mitigation measures. However, since the construction and
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maintenance of these facilities would conflict with the NSVPA Plan and violate air quality standards,
they would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—Recurring maintenance
activities primarily include those undertaken by the Local Agencies and would occur as described
under Impact AQ-1. Recurring maintenance activities would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—Facility upgrades and maintenance would occur within the water
and irrigation district service areas as described under AQ-1. Standard construction mitigation
measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines would reduce the amount of exhaust generated from
heavy-duty equipment, while BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would reduce dust
impacts (Butte County Air Quality Management District 2008). However, since the construction and
maintenance of these facilities would conflict with the NSVPA Plan and violate air quality standards,
they would also result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, as well as
construction activities related to transportation facilities and water and irrigation district activities,
Alternative 1 would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation.
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures and the BCAQMD’s
fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, as well as
construction activities related to transportation facilities and water and irrigation district activities,
Alternative 1 would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation.
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures and the BCAQMD’s
fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (NEPA:
significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—As discussed in the County’s general plan EIR, diesel-powered construction
equipment, heavy-duty trucks, and new development would create diesel exhaust emissions as a
result of implementation of the General Plan 2030. Because policies within the general plan specify
distance requirements and control technologies, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to
substantial pollutant concentrations (Butte County 2010). Therefore, implementation of the general
plan would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that projects with sources of toxic air
contaminants could affect sensitive receptors in surrounding land uses and that sensitive land uses
could be placed near existing sources of toxic air contaminants. Sensitive receptors could also be
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exposed to elevated CO concentrations from increased traffic volumes. The general plan EIR
concluded that exposure of sensitive receptors and land uses to toxic air contaminants would be
addressed by regulations implemented by BCAQMD and the state to prevent sensitive receptors
from being exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations and that traffic volumes would not be
large enough to create substantial CO emission (City of Chico 2011b). Therefore, implementation of
the general plan would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that construction activities
would temporarily generate ROG, NOx, CO, and PM emissions that could impact air quality (City of
Oroville 2009). These construction activities could expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. If not addressed by BCAQMD or the state, pollutant concentrations,
including toxic air contaminants, could affect sensitive receptors. Therefore, implementation of the
general plan would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that toxic air contaminants
resulting from heavy-duty diesel equipment, stationary, and mobile sources would occur, but the
effect of these emissions on sensitive receptors would be minimized. Pursuant to policies in the
general plan, land uses and other sources that could produce toxic air contaminants would be sited
to minimize exposure to sensitive receptors (City of Gridley 2009). Therefore, implementation of the
general plan would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that the land use activities associated
with the general plan could cause sources of toxic air contaminant emissions that would affect the
surrounding land uses. In addition, sensitive land uses may be developed near existing sources of
toxic air contaminants. Exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants would be
addressed by existing regulations of BCAQMD and the state (City of Biggs 2013). Therefore,
implementation of the general plan would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

Transportation Facilities—As discussed under Impact AQ-1, activities associated with the
development of transportation facilities would require the use of heavy-duty diesel-powered
equipment that would generate air pollutant emissions. These emissions are not expected to impact
substantial numbers of people, as construction of the transportation facilities would be temporary.
Furthermore, Caltrans BMPs would be implemented, as described in Appendix D. Therefore,
construction of the transportation facilities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutants.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—These activities are
described under Impact AQ-1 and are not expected to occur within close proximity to sensitive
receptors. Furthermore, these activities would be limited in duration and occur relatively
infrequently. Therefore, recurring maintenance activities are not expected to impact substantial
numbers of people and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—As discussed under Impact AQ-1, activities associated with the
development of transportation facilities would require the use of heavy-duty diesel-powered
equipment that would generate air pollutant emissions. While emissions from construction
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equipment could affect sensitive receptors, these activities would generally occur in agricultural and
open space areas away from the sensitive receptors, and the activities would be limited in duration.
Therefore, it is anticipated the water and irrigation activities would not expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutants.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plan for the city of Oroville, sensitive receptors would be exposed to
substantial pollutants. All other activities (i.e., implementation of other general plans, transportation
facilities, recurring maintenance facilities, and water and irrigation district activities) would not
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants. Implementation of the City’s general plan
policies or mitigation measures and the BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would not
reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plan for the city of Oroville sensitive receptors would be exposed to
substantial pollutants. All other activities (i.e., implementation of other general plans, transportation
facilities, recurring maintenance facilities, and water and irrigation district activities) would not
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants. Implementation of the City’s general plan
policies or mitigation measures and the BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would not
reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

Impact AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people (NEPA:
significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—Construction diesel exhaust, agricultural operations, and other land use activity
associated with the covered activities in the County’s General Plan 2030 would have the potential to
generate odors. However, several policies in the general plan stipulate the establishment of buffer
zones around sources of odor, which would reduce the exposure of a substantial number of people
to odors (Butte County 2010). Therefore, implementation of the general plan would not create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

City of Chico—Land use activities associated with the City of Chico’s General Plan were found to have
the potential to introduce objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
Consequently, any odor issues would be lessened by rules and regulations to be implemented by
BCAQMD, and policy provisions included in the City’s general plan (City of Chico 2011b). Therefore,
implementation of the general plan would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people.

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that construction activities
would temporarily generate ROG, NOx, CO, and PM emissions that could impact air quality (City of
Oroville 2009). These construction activities could also generate objectionable odors. If the rules
and regulations implemented by BCAQMD to not address these odor issues, a substantial number of
people could be affected. Therefore, implementation of the general plan would create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people.
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City of Gridley—As discussed in the City of Gridley’s general plan EIR, certain receptors could be
exposed to excessive odors resulting from implementation of the covered activities in the general
plan. Receptors that are onsite at a project could be exposed to odors from project-generated odor
sources from existing agricultural other land uses (City of Gridley 2009). Therefore, implementation
of the general plan would create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

City of Biggs—As discussed in the City of Biggs’s general plan EIR, the land use activities that would
result from implementation of the general plan could create objectionable odors or expose new
residents to existing odor sources. Such odor issues would be addressed by BCAQMD regulations.
Therefore, implementation of the general plan would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Transportation Facilities—As discussed under Impact AQ-4, emissions would not likely affect a
substantial number of people as construction of the transportation facilities would be temporary.
Furthermore, Caltrans BMPs would be implemented, as described in Appendix D. Therefore,
construction and maintenance of transportation facilities would not create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—As discussed under
Impact AQ-4, these activities would likely not occur within close proximity to sensitive receptors
and would be temporary. Therefore, recurring maintenance activities would not create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—As discussed under Impact AQ-4 these activities would generally
occur in agricultural and open space areas away from the sensitive receptors, and the activities
would be limited in duration. Therefore, it is anticipated the water and irrigation activities would
not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville and Gridley, sensitive receptors would
be exposed to objectionable odors. All other activities (i.e., implementation of other general plans,
transportation facilities, recurring maintenance facilities, and water and irrigation district activities)
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants. Implementation of the Cities’ general
plan policies or mitigation measures and the BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would
not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville and Gridley sensitive receptors would
be exposed to objectionable odors. All other activities (i.e., implementation of other general plans,
transportation facilities, recurring maintenance facilities, and water and irrigation district activities)
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants. Implementation of the Cities’ general
plan policies or mitigation measures and the BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would
not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant
and unavoidable.
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Impact AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

The County and Cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs determined that implementation of their
general plans would result in significant and unavoidable emissions of GHGs (Butte County 2010;
City of Chico 2011b; City of Oroville 2009; City of Gridley 2009; City of Biggs 2013).

Impacts of Transportation Facilities, Recurring Maintenance, and Water and Irrigation Districts’
Activities

While BCAQMD has not formally adopted GHG thresholds, Table 5-10 includes adopted GHG
thresholds for multiple air districts and counties, and the CEQ threshold is discussed in Section 5.2.2,
Significance Criteria. The construction and maintenance of facilities and infrastructure under the
covered activities would require heavy-duty construction equipment, which would generate direct
GHG emissions. It is possible that emissions could exceed some of the referenced thresholds
included in Table 5-10, which may have a significant impact on the environment. Implementing
construction BMPs for the transportation facilities, identified in Appendix D, would minimize GHG
emissions, but not to a less than significant level.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated
with implementation of all the general plans, as well as transportation facilities, recurring
maintenance facilities, and water and irrigation district activities, greenhouse gases would be
generated that would have a significant effect on the environment. Implementation of the Cities’
general plan policies or mitigation measures and Caltrans BMPs would not reduce these effects to
less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of all the general plans, including transportation facilities, recurring maintenance
facilities, and water and irrigation district activities, greenhouse gases would be generated that
would have a significant effect on the environment. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan
policies or mitigation measures and Caltrans BMPs would not reduce these effects to less-than-
significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

In the Plan Area, there are no formally adopted plans or goals with the intent of reducing GHG
emissions. As discussed under Impact AQ-6, implementation of the Local Agencies’ general plans,
including transportation projects, recurring maintenance activities, and water and irrigation
districts’ activities, could result in exceedance of the reference thresholds in Table 5-10 and conflict
with GHG reduction planning efforts.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as AQ-6; impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as AQ-6; impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.
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Alternative 2—Proposed Action

Under Alternative 2, covered activities would include the existing, planned, and proposed land uses
over which the Permit Applicants have land use authority; state and local transportation projects;
maintenance of water delivery systems (e.g., WCWD canals and similar delivery systems); habitat
restoration, enhancement, and management actions (conservation measures); and adaptive
management and monitoring activities. Covered activities relevant to air quality and climate change
are those that involve construction or those that involve earthmoving activities, as well as those that
generate traffic. Covered activities that would involve construction (including earthmoving
activities) are all development activities consistent with the Local Agencies’ general plans, state and
local transportation projects, and water district canal installation. Conservation measures that
involve only earthmoving activities are certain restoration actions under the conservation strategy
(CM4-CM11, and CM14 and Activities to Improve Urban Stormwater Quality). Most covered
activities would require individual permits and approvals pursuant to the Local Agencies’ general
plans and land use regulations, or the requirements of the implementing agency (such as Caltrans
and irrigation districts) and would undergo subsequent project-level CEQA review and relevant
NEPA review for construction and operations-related impacts; although some covered activities,
however, may be exempted from environmental review requirements due to project characteristics,
including small projects or infill projects.

Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

For impacts associated with permanent development within Local Agency jurisdiction, refer to the
Alternative 1 impact discussion for Impact AQ-1. Implementation of AMMs included in Alternative 2,
including AMM14: Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, which contains wind erosion control
measures (applying water or dust palliatives), would reduce impacts, but it may not reduce them to
a less-than-significant level given the extent and type of emissions associated with implementation
of the City of Biggs’ and City of Gridley’s general plans.

Transportation Facilities—Covered transportation construction and maintenance activities that
could have an impact on air quality under Alternative 2 include capacity enhancing projects;
intersection improvements; bridge improvements; and rehabilitation and minor improvements to
existing roadways, bike paths, parking facilities, transit facilities, rail facilities, airports, and other
infrastructure. These activities would require heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment that would
generate air pollutant emissions and earth movement that could generate dust. If construction
emissions from implementation of these activities exceed BCAQMD’s thresholds, the activities could
conflict with the NSVPA Plan, and the impact would be significant. Standard construction mitigation
measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines would reduce the amount of exhaust generated from
construction equipment, while BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would reduce dust
impacts (Butte County Air Quality Management District 2008). This impact could be significant if
construction activities were such that pollutant emissions would still exceed the general conformity
de minimis thresholds indicated in Table 5-8 or BCAQMD’s thresholds indicated in Table 5-9.
Implementation of AMMs included in the BRCP, including AMM14: Control Fugitive Dust through
Watering, and AMM26: Implement Caltrans Water Quality BMPs, which include wind erosion
control measures (applying water or dust palliatives), as well as Caltrans BMPs listed in Appendix D,
would reduce these impacts, but may not reduce them to a less-than-significant level.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will ensure compliance with the NSVPA
Plan.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—Activities associated with
flood control and stormwater management include vegetation removal on levees. Vegetation
management would typically include vegetation clearing using herbicides and potential tree
removal. It could also include discing for firebreaks. These activities would not result in substantial
air pollutant emissions, as heavy-duty equipment is not anticipated to be regularly used or would be
used intermittently and very infrequently (i.e., prior to fire season). No emissions or very limited
emissions would be emitted and, standard construction mitigation measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA
guidelines would reduce the amount of exhaust generated from construction equipment, while
BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures would reduce dust impacts (Butte County Air Quality
Management District 2008). Therefore, emissions from these activities would not conflict with the
NSVPA Plan. Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and 1b will further reduce
the less-than-significant impacts.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Covered activities within water and irrigation districts that would occur include permanent
rerouting of up to 12 miles of existing canals, the replacement of water delivery structures, the
replacement of larger structures, mowing and trimming of vegetation along district service roads,
and maintenance activities to remove aquatic vegetation from canals. Some of the activities, such as
rerouting existing canals and replacing water delivery structures and other larger structures could
require a substantial amount of heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment that would
result in air pollutant emissions. Mowing and trimming of vegetation along service roads and the
removal of aquatic vegetation from canals would likely only require hand operated equipment but
may also require the infrequent use of mowers that would result in minor air pollutant emissions.
As with the construction and maintenance of the transportation facilities and recurring maintenance
discussed above, if emissions from these activities exceed BCAQMD'’s thresholds, the activities could
conflict with the NSVPA Plan, and the impact would be significant. Standard construction mitigation
measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
implementation of AMMs included in Alternative 2, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b
will reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, emissions from these
activities would not conflict with the NSVPA Plan.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

Covered activities within conservation lands include habitat management and enhancement, habitat
restoration, general maintenance, AMMs, and species population and enhancement. Habitat
restoration could involve construction activities, earthmoving, and soil hauling, which would require
heavy-duty equipment. Implementation of the conservation measures would involve construction
and maintenance equipment that would generate air pollutant emissions. The following
conservation measures and actions have the potential to generate emissions and conflict with the
NSVPA Plan.

e (CM4: Develop and Implement Site Specific Wetland and Riparian Restoration Plans

e CMb5: Enhance Protected Natural Communities for Covered Species
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e (CM7: Create and Maintain Greater Sandhill Crane Winter Roosting Habitat

e (CMS8: Restore Giant Garter Snake Habitat

e CMO: Replenish Spawning Gravels for Salmonids

e (CM10: Remove Impediments to Upstream and Downstream Fish Passage

e (CM11: Remove, Modify, or Screen Unscreened Diversions

e (CM13: Conduct Surveys to Locate and Protect New Occurrences of Butte County Checkerbloom

e (CM14: Translocate Conservancy Fairy Shrimp, Hoover’s Spurge, Ahart’s Dwarf Rush, Hairy
Orcutt Grass, Slender Orcutt Grass, and Greene’s Tuctoria

e Activities to Improve Urban Stormwater Water Quality

Constructing berms, site clearing, and other activities as part of implementation of the conservation
measures would require diesel-powered construction equipment and earth movement. Surveying
and monitoring would require light-duty automobiles. If emissions from these activities exceed
BCAQMD’s thresholds, the activities could conflict with the NSVPA Plan, and the impact would be
significant. Standard construction mitigation measures from BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines would
reduce the amount of exhaust generated from heavy-duty equipment, while BCAQMD'’s fugitive
PM10 mitigation measures would reduce dust impacts (Butte County Air Quality Management
District 2008). This impact could be significant if activities were such that pollutant emissions would
still exceed the general conformity de minimis thresholds indicated in Table 5-8 or BCAQMD’s
thresholds indicated in Table 5-9. Implementation of AMMs included in the BRCP, including
AMM14: Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, and AMM26: Implement Caltrans Water
Quality BMPs, which include wind erosion control measures (applying water or dust
palliatives), would reduce these impacts, but may not reduce them to a less-than-significant
level. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will reduce these impacts, and
emissions from these activities would not conflict with the NSVPA Plan.

NEPA Determination: As described under Alternative 1, construction- and operations-related
emissions associated with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville, Gridley, and
Biggs, would conflict with the NSVPA plan. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and
other covered activities would not conflict with the NSVSPA plan with implementation of AMMs,
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and
Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or
mitigation measures would not reduce the effects associated with the general plan implementation
to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As described under Alternative 1, construction- and operations - related
emissions associated with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville, Gridley, and
Biggs, would result in a conflict with the NSVPA plan. Impacts associated with the conservation
strategy and other covered activities would not conflict with the NSVSPA plan with implementation
of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation
measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan
policies or mitigation measures would not reduce the effects associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Standard Mitigation Measures For Construction Equipment

e Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune according to manufacturer’s
specifications.

e Maximize to the extent feasible, the use of diesel construction equipment meeting the ARB’s
1996 or newer certification standard for off-road heavy-duty diesel engines.

Discretionary Mitigation Measures for Construction Equipment

e Utilize electric equipment where feasible.
e Substitute gasoline-powered for diesel-powered equipment, where feasible.

e Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on site where feasible, such as compressed
natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or biodiesel.

e Use equipment that has Caterpillar pre-chamber diesel engines.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust

Land Clearing/Earth Moving Measures

e Water shall be applied by means of truck(s), hoses and/or sprinklers as needed prior to any
land clearing or earth movement to minimize dust emission. Haul vehicles transporting soil
into or out of the property shall be covered.

e A water truck shall be on site at all times. Water shall be applied to disturbed areas a
minimum of 2 times per day or more as necessary.

e Onsite vehicles limited to a speed which minimizes dust emissions on unpaved roads.

e Posta publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact regarding dust
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 24 hours.

e The telephone number of the District shall also be visible to ensure compliance with District
Rule 200 & 205 in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Butte County Air Quality Management
District 2008:6-3)

Visibly Dry Disturbed Soil Surface Areas

e All visibly dry disturbed soil surface areas of operation shall be watered to minimize dust
emission.

Paved Road Track-Out

e Existing roads and streets adjacent to the project will be cleaned at least once per day unless
conditions warrant a greater frequency.

Visibly Dry Disturbed Unpaved Roads

e All visibly dry disturbed unpaved roads surface areas of operation shall be watered to
minimize dust emission.

e Unpaved roads may be graveled to reduce dust emissions.
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e A water truck shall be on site at all times. Water shall be applied to disturbed areas a
minimum of 2 times per day or more as necessary.

e Onsite vehicles limited to a speed which minimizes dust emissions on unpaved roads.

e Haul roads shall be sprayed down at the end of the work shift to form a thin crust. This
application of water shall be in addition to the minimum rate of application.

Vehicles Entering/Exiting Construction Area

e Vehicles entering or exiting construction area shall travel at a speed which minimizes dust
emissions.

Employee Vehicles

e Construction workers shall park in designated parking areas(s) to help reduce dust
emissions.

Soil Piles

e Soil pile surfaces shall be moistened if dust is being emitted from the pile(s). Adequately
secured tarps, plastic or other material may be required to further reduce dust emissions.

Impact AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

For impacts associated with permanent development within the Local Agencies’ jurisdictions, refer
to Alternative 1 Impact AQ-2. Implementation of AMMs included in Alternative 2, including AMM14:
Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, which include wind erosion control measures (applying
water or dust palliatives), will reduce these impacts, but may not reduce them to a less-than-
significant level given the extent and type of emissions associated with implementation of the
general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Biggs and Gridley since these agencies determined
effects would be significant and unavoidable.

Transportation Facilities—As discussed under Impact AQ-1, the construction and maintenance of
covered transportation activities could result in pollutant emissions that would exceed the general
conformity de minimis thresholds indicated in Table 5-8 or BCAQMD'’s thresholds indicated in Table
5-9. Implementation of AMMs included in the BRCP, including AMM14: Control Fugitive Dust
through Watering, and AMM26: Implement Caltrans Water Quality BMPs, which include wind
erosion control measures (applying water or dust palliatives), will reduce these impacts, but may
not reduce them to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and
AQ-1b will reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—As discussed in Impact
AQ-1, these activities would not result in substantial air pollutant emissions, as heavy-duty
equipment is not anticipated to be regularly used or would be used intermittently and very
infrequently (i.e., prior to fire season). Furthermore, implementation of the AMMs and Mitigation
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Measures AQ-1a and 1b will further reduce less-than-significant impacts. Emissions from these
activities would not violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing violation.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, activities undertaken by the water and irrigation districts could result
in emissions. If emissions from these activities exceed BCAQMD’s thresholds, the impact would be
significant. Implementation of, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation
measures, AMMs, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level and air quality standards would not be violated.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, implementation of the conservation strategy and conservation
measures would result in air quality emissions through the use of heavy duty equipment and
ground-disturbing activities. These activities could result in significant air quality emissions if the
activities were such that pollutant emissions would still exceed the general conformity de minimis
thresholds indicated in Table 5-8 or BCAQMD’s thresholds indicated in Table 5-9. Implementation of
BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, AMMs, and Mitigation
Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will reduce these potentially significant impacts, and these activities
would not violate air quality standards.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs,
Alternative 2 would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation.
Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not violate air
quality standards with implementation of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines,
BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b.
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce the
effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently,
the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, Alternative 2
would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation. Impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not violate air quality
standards with implementation of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s
fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of
the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce the effects associated with
general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust

Butte Regional Conservation Plan
Public Draft EIS/EIR

May 2015
ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments Air Quality and Climate Change

Impact AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors) (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

For impacts associated with permanent development within Local Agencies’ jurisdictions, refer to
Alternative 1 Impact AQ-3. Implementation of AMMs included in Alternative 2, including AMM14:
Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, which contains wind erosion control measures (applying
water or dust palliatives), would reduce these impacts, but may not reduce them to a less-than-
significant level given the extent and type of emissions associated with implementation of the
general plans for the Cities of Chico, Oroville, Biggs and Gridley since these agencies determined
effects would be significant and unavoidable.

Transportation Facilities—As discussed under Impact AQ-1, the construction and maintenance of
covered transportation activities could require the use of heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment
that would generate air pollutant emissions. Emissions would cause a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria pollutants if emissions from the equipment exceed BCAQMD’s thresholds. As
discussed under Impact AQ-1, implementation of AMMSs included in Alternative 1, including
AMM14: Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, and AMM26: implement Caltrans water
quality BMPs, which include wind erosion control measures (applying water or dust
palliatives), would reduce these impacts but may not reduce them to a less-than-significant
level. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—As discussed in Impact
AQ-1, activities associated with flood control and stormwater management are not expected to
result in substantial air pollutant emissions as no heavy-duty equipment would be required or
emissions would occur intermittently and very infrequently. Therefore, emissions from these
activities would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—As discussed in Impact AQ-1, covered activities within water and
irrigation districts would require heavy-duty diesel equipment and earth movement. Emissions
from the operation of heavy-duty diesel equipment and earth movement, if above BCAQMD’s
thresholds, could cause a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutants. As discussed
under Impact AQ-1, implementation of AMMs included in Alternative 2, including AMM14:
Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, would reduce these impacts but may not reduce them
to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, implementation of the conservation strategy and conservation
measures could result in air quality emissions. These could result in a cumulatively considerable

Butte Regional Conservation Plan 5.38 May 2015
Public Draft EIS/EIR ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments Air Quality and Climate Change

increase in criteria pollutants. Implementation of BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive
PM10 mitigation measures, AMMSs, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will reduce these
potentially significant impacts, and these activities are not expected to result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in criteria pollutants.

NEPA Determination: As described under Alternative 1, construction- and operations-related
emissions associated with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville,
Gridley, and Biggs, would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.
Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase with implementation of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s
CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and
AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce
the effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As described under Alternative 1, construction-and operations-related
emissions associated with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville,
Gridley, and Biggs, would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.
Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase with implementation of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD'’s
CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and
AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce
the effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust

Impact AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

For impacts associated with permanent development within Local Agency jurisdiction, refer to
Alternative 1 Impact AQ-4. Implementation of AMMs included in Alternative 2, including AMM14:
Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, which contains wind erosion control measures (applying
water or dust palliatives), would reduce these impacts, but may not reduce them to a less-than-
significant level given the extent and type of emissions associated with implementation of the
general plan for the city of Oroville, since it determined effects would be significant and unavoidable.

Transportation Facilities—As discussed under Impact AQ-1, construction and maintenance activities
associated with the development of transportation facilities would require the use of heavy-duty
diesel-powered equipment that would generate air pollutant emissions. These emissions would not
likely affect a substantial amount of people, as construction of the transportation facilities would be
temporary. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will further reduce exhaust
emissions during construction. Therefore, these activities would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
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Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—As discussed under
Impact AQ-1, these activities are not expected to result in substantial air pollutant emissions.
Furthermore, these activities are not expected to occur within close proximity to sensitive receptors
and would be temporary; therefore, it is not likely these activities would affect a substantial number
of people. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will further reduce exhaust
emissions. Emissions from these activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—As discussed under Impact AQ-1, covered activities within water and
irrigation districts would require heavy-duty diesel equipment and earth movement. While
emissions from construction equipment could affect sensitive receptors, these activities would
generally occur in agricultural and open space areas and not in close proximity to sensitive
receptors. Furthermore, these activities would be short in duration and relatively infrequent.
Therefore, it is anticipated the water and irrigation activities would not expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutants. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will further reduce the less-
than-significant exhaust emissions during construction.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, implementation of the conservation strategy and conservation
measures could result in air quality emissions as a result of the use of heavy-duty equipment during
construction and maintenance. These activities would occur within the conservation lands and, thus,
would likely not occur within close proximity to sensitive receptors. They would be temporary and,
therefore, not likely affect a substantial number of people. Furthermore, implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will reduce exhaust emissions during construction and minimize impacts
to sensitive receptors. Therefore, these activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutants.

NEPA Determination: As described under Alternative 1, construction-related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plan for the city of Gridley would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutants. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered
activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants. Furthermore, Mitigation
Measure AQ-1b will reduce impacts associated with these activities. However, implementation of
Gridley’s general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce the effects associated with
the general plan to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As described under Alternative 1, construction-related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plan for the city of Gridley would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutants. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered
activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants. Furthermore, Mitigation
Measure AQ-1b will reduce impacts associated with these activities. However, implementation of
Gridley’s general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce the effects associated with
the general plan to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Impact AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

For impacts associated with permanent development within the Local Agencies’ jurisdictions, refer
to Alternative 1 Impact AQ-5. Implementation of AMMSs included in Alternative 2, including AMM14:
Control Fugitive Dust through Watering, which includes wind erosion control measures (applying
water or dust palliatives), would reduce these impacts, but may not reduce them to a less-than-
significant level given the extent and type of emissions associated with implementation of the
general plan for the city of Oroville, since it determined effects would be significant and unavoidable.

Transportation Facilities—Covered activities associated with the construction and maintenance of
transportation facilities would require heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment that could generate
objectionable odors. Because construction of the transportation facilities would occur temporarily,
odors would not likely affect a substantial number of people. In addition, implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will further reduce exhaust emissions during construction. Therefore,
these activities are not anticipated to produce objectionable odors.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance Activities

Flood Control and Stormwater Management and Vegetation Management—As discussed under
Impact AQ-1, these activities would not result in substantial air pollutant emissions, as no heavy-
duty equipment would be required or would be infrequently used. Furthermore, as discussed under
Impact AQ-4, sensitive receptors are not expected to be within close proximity to these activities.
Therefore, these activities would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people

Impacts of Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities

Water and Irrigation Districts—As discussed under Impact AQ-1, covered activities within water and
irrigation districts would require heavy-duty diesel equipment that could potentially generate
objectionable odors. Because of the short-term nature of the activities, odors would not likely affect
a substantial number of people. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will
further reduce exhaust emissions during construction. Therefore, it is anticipated the water and
irrigation activities would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

Implementation of the conservation strategy would require heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment
that could potentially create objectionable odors. The use of heavy-duty equipment would be
temporary, and sensitive receptors are not likely to be within close proximity because the activities
generally would occur in rural, agricultural, open space areas. Therefore, it is anticipated odors
would not likely affect a substantial amount of people. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1a
will further reduce exhaust emissions during construction. Therefore, implementation of the
conservation strategy would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people.
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NEPA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville and Gridley, sensitive receptors would
be exposed to objectionable odors. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other
covered activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants with
implementation of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10
mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or
mitigation measures of the Cities of Gridley and Oroville would not reduce the effects associated
with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville and Gridley sensitive receptors would
be exposed to objectionable odors. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other
covered activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants with
implementation of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10
mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or
mitigation measures of the Cities of Gridley and Oroville would not reduce the effects associated
with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Impact AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

For impacts associated with permanent development within the Local Agencies’ jurisdictions and
transportation facilities, refer to the Alternative 1 impact discussion for Impact AQ-6.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance, Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities and the Conservation
Strategy

While BCAQMD hasn’t formally adopted GHG thresholds, Table 5-10 includes adopted GHG
thresholds for multiple air districts and counties, and the CEQ threshold is discussed above. The
construction and maintenance of facilities and infrastructure under the covered activities would
require heavy-duty construction equipment, which would generate direct GHG emissions. It is
possible that emissions could exceed some of the reference thresholds included in Table 5-10, which
may have a significant impact on the environment. Implementing construction mitigation measures
would minimize GHG emissions that would be generated from heavy-duty equipment. This impact
would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will help to reduce GHG
emissions; however, greenhouse gas emissions would still be generated that may have a significant
effect on the environment.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of all the general plans, other covered activities, and implementation of the
conservation strategy, greenhouse gases would be generated that would have a significant effect on
the environment. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures,
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Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant
levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of all the general plans, other covered activities, and implementation of the
conservation strategy, greenhouse gases would be generated that would have a significant effect on
the environment. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures,
Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant
levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction practices for minimizing GHGs

e Use alternatively fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction vehicles/equipment of at least
15% of the fleet.

e Use local building materials of at least 10%.

e Recycle or reuse at least 50% of construction waste or demolition materials.

Impact AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

For impacts associated with permanent development within Local Agencies’ jurisdictions, including
transportation projects, refer to the Alternative 1 impact discussion for Impact AQ-7.

Impacts of Recurring Maintenance, Water and Irrigation Districts’ Activities and the Conservation
Strategy

In the Plan Area, there are no formally adopted plans or goals with the intent of reducing GHG
emissions. As discussed under Impact AQ-6, covered activities and implementation of the
conservation strategy could exceed the reference thresholds in Table 5-10 and the activities could
conflict with GHG reduction planning efforts.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of all the general plans, other covered activities, and implementation of the
conservation strategy, greenhouse gases would be generated that would have a significant effect on
the environment. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures,
Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant
levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of all the general plans, other covered activities, and implementation of the
conservation strategy, greenhouse gases would be generated that would have a significant effect on
the environment. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures,
Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant
levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction practices for minimizing GHGs
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Alternative 3—Reduced Development/Reduced Fill

Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2 except that it uses the various general plan EIR reduced
development alternatives as described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, to create a
single reduced development footprint. Covered activities under this alternative would be similar to
those described in the BRCP but would be limited to the reduced development footprint for a
reduced permit term of 30 years. The reduced footprint and reduced land conservation would result
in fewer built structures and less ground disturbance.

It is anticipated that under Alternative 3, fewer acres of natural communities would be conserved
because reduced development would provide reduced funding for the conservation strategy.
However, it is anticipated that the conservation measures would be the same because the reduction
of fill would be achieved through the reduced development footprint of the Local Agencies’ general
plans rather than through modification of the conservation measures. Consequently, the impacts
related to implementation of the conservation strategy and conservation measures would be the
same as under Alternative 2.

Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—The County’s general plan EIR determined that a concentrated growth alternative
(Alternative 3 in this analysis) would result in reduced emissions compared to implementation of
General Plan 2030. The general plan EIR determined that implementation of the proposed general
plan would not obstruct implementation of the NSVPA Plan. Accordingly, it was also determined that
Alternative 3 would not obstruct implementation of the attainment plan (Butte County 2010).

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that an increased density alternative
(Alternative 3 in this analysis) would not conflict with or obstruct the NSVPA Plan (City of Chico
2011b).

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that an alternative focused on
neighborhood growth and increased density (Alternative 3 in this analysis) would result in
decreased emissions compared to implementation of the City’s general plan. However, the
improvement in air quality would be insubstantial, and the significant impacts would not be
avoided. Therefore, implementation of the general plan would conflict with the NSVPA Plan.

City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that a centralized development
alternative could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the NSVPA Plan through short-term
construction related emissions. The centralized development alternative would represent an
improvement to air quality over implementation of the general plan, but air quality impacts would
not be avoided. Therefore, implementation of the general plan would conflict with the NSVPA Plan.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that subsequent land use activities
associated with implementation of the general plan would obstruct implementation of the NSVPA
Plan.
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Impacts of Other Covered Activities and Implementation of the Conservation Strategy

The covered activities and conservation strategy would differ slightly under Alternative 3 compared
to Alternative 2 due the reduced footprint and reduced land conservation, which would result in less
ground disturbance. Therefore, it is anticipated there may be slightly fewer emissions produced
under this alternative. However, impacts would be similar to those discussed in Alternative 2 and
would incorporate Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation
measures, Alternative 2 AMMs, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b.

NEPA Determination: Construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, would conflict with
the NSVPA Plan. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities
would not conflict with the NSVSPA Plan with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans
BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation
Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation
measures would not reduce the effects of general plan implementation to less-than-significant
levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, Alternative 3 would
conflict with the NSVPA Plan. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered
activities would not conflict with the NSVSPA Plan with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs,
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures and
Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or
mitigation measures would not reduce the effects of general plan implementation to less-than-
significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust

Impact AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—Alternative 3 represents a more concentrated growth scenario than implementation
of the County’s General Plan 2030 and would result in decreased vehicle trips and, consequently, air
pollutant emissions, according to the County general plan EIR. The County general plan EIR has also
determined that the land use activities associated with General Plan would not contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation (Butte County 2010).

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that an increased density alternative
would represent an improvement in air quality over implementation of the general plan but that
impacts on air quality would not be avoided. As a result, the increased density alternative would
contribute to existing air quality violations in the region (City of Chico 2011b).

City of Oroville—The City’ of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that an alternative focused on
neighborhood growth and increased density would result in decreased emissions compared to

Butte Regional Conservation Plan
Public Draft EIS/EIR

May 2015

5-45 ICF 00736.10



Butte County Association of Governments Air Quality and Climate Change

implementation of the City’s general plan. However, the improvement in air quality would be
insubstantial, and the significant impacts would not be avoided. As a result, implementation of the
general plan would contribute to existing air quality violations in the region.

City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that a centralized development
alternative could violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing violation through short-
term construction related emissions. The centralized development alternative would represent an
improvement to air quality over implementation of the general plan, but air quality impacts would
not be avoided. As a result, implementation of the general plan would contribute to existing air
quality violations in the region.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that subsequent land use activities
associated with implementation of the City’s general plan could result in short-term construction
emissions and long-term operational emissions that could violate or substantially contribute to a
violation of federal and state standards for ozone and coarse and fine particulate matter. As a result,
implementation of the general plan would contribute to existing air quality violations in the region.

Impacts of Other Covered Activities and Implementation of the Conservation Strategy

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, there may be fewer emissions as a result of less ground disturbed;
however, impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. Implementation of
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
Alternative 2 AMMs, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will ensure other covered activities
and implementation of the conservation strategy does not violate air quality standards.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs,
Alternative 3 would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation.
Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not violate air
quality standards with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA
guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-
1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plans’ policies or mitigation measures would not reduce
the effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, Alternative 3
would violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation. Impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not violate air quality
standards with implementation of AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s
fugitive PM10 mitigation measures and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of
the Cities’ general plans’ policies or mitigation measures would not reduce the effects associated
with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust
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Impact AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors) (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—The County’s general plan EIR determined that a concentrated growth alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants for which the
region is a nonattainment area for (Butte County 2010).

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that an increased density alternative
would represent an improvement in air quality over implementation of the general plan, but that
impacts to air quality would not be avoided. As a result, the increased density alternative would
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants that the region is a
nonattainment area for (City of Chico 2011b).

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that an alternative focused on
neighborhood growth and increased density (Alternative 3 in this analysis) would result in
decreased emissions compared to build out of the City’s general plan. However, the improvement in
air quality would be insubstantial, and the significant impacts would not be avoided. Therefore,
implementation of the general plan would result in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria
pollutants.

City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that a centralized development
alternative could cause a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants through short-
term construction and long-term operational emissions. The centralized development alternative
would represent an improvement to air quality over implementation of the general plan, but air
quality impacts would not be avoided. Therefore, implementation of the general plan would result in
a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutants.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that implementation of the City’s
general plan, in combination with cumulative development in the SVAB, would result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of ozone and of coarse and fine particulate matter.
Therefore, implementation of the general plan would result in a cumulatively considerable increase
in criteria pollutants.

Impacts of Other Covered Activities and Implementation of the Conservation Strategy

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, there may be fewer emissions as a result of less ground disturbed;
however, impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. Implementation of
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
Alternative 2 AMMs, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b will ensure other covered activities,
and implementation of the conservation strategy would not result in a cumulatively considerable
increase in criteria pollutants.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs,
Alternative 3 would result in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutants. Impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not result in a
cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutants with implementation of Alternative 2
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AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or
mitigation measures would not reduce the effects associated with general plan implementation to
less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs, Alternative 3
would result in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutants. Impacts associated with
the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in criteria pollutants with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans
BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation
Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation
measures would not reduce the effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-
significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust

Impact AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—The County’s general plan EIR determined that concentrated growth alternative
(Alternative 3 in this analysis) would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations (Butte County 2010).

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that an increased density
development alternative would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial toxic air contaminant
concentrations from short-term construction sources, stationary sources, or mobile sources (City of
Chico 2011b).

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that an alternative focused on
neighborhood growth and increased density (Alternative 3 in this analysis) would result in
decreased emissions compared to implementation of the City’s general plan. However, the
improvement in air quality would be insubstantial, and the significant impacts would not be
avoided.

City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that an alternative with
centralized development (Alternative 3 in this analysis), would not expose sensitive receptors to
toxic air contaminants.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that subsequent land use activities
associated with implementation of the general plan could result in projects that would include
sources of toxic air contaminants that could affect surrounding land uses. Subsequent land use
activities could also place sensitive land uses near existing sources of toxic air contaminants. These
factors could result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
such as toxic air contaminants. However, the BCAQMD and state regulations would address
exposure to toxic air contaminants.
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Impacts of Other Covered Activities and Implementation of the Conservation Strategy

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, there may be fewer emissions as a result of less ground disturbed;
however, impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. Implementation of
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
Alternative 2 AMMs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will ensure other covered activities and
implementation of the conservation strategy would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated
with implementation of the general plan for the City of Oroville, Alternative 3 would expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts associated with the
conservation strategy and other covered activities would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMSs, Caltrans BMPs,
BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure
AQ-1b. Implementation of the city’s general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce
the effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plan for the City of Oroville, Alternative 3 would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy
and other covered activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA
guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1b.
Implementation of the city’s general plan policies or mitigation measures would not reduce the
effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently,
the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Impact AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development

Butte County—Odor impacts associated with implementation of the general plan were found to be
less than significant in the general plan EIR because of general plan policies that would establish
land use buffers around potential sources of odor. Alternative 3 would utilize the same general plan
policies and would achieve the same significance determination.

City of Chico—The City of Chico’s general plan EIR determined that an increased density
development alternative (Alternative 3 in this analysis) would not cause odor issues (City of Chico
2011b).

City of Oroville—The City of Oroville’s general plan EIR determined that an alternative focused on
neighborhood growth and increased density (Alternative 3 in this analysis) would result in
decreased emissions compared to implementation of the City’s general plan. However, the
improvement in air quality would be insubstantial, and the significant impacts would not be
avoided.
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City of Gridley—The City of Gridley’s general plan EIR determined that a centralized development
alternative could expose sensitive receptors to excessive odors. The centralized development
alternative would represent an improvement to air quality and odor issues over implementation of
the general plan, but impacts would not be avoided.

City of Biggs—The City of Biggs’s general plan EIR determined that a reduced development would
not cause odor issues.

Impacts of Other Covered Activities and Implementation of the Conservation Strategy

As discussed in Impact AQ-1, there may be fewer emissions as a result of less ground disturbed;
however impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. Implementation of,
Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
Alternative 2 AMMs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a will ensure other covered activities and
implementation of the conservation strategy would not produce objectionable odors.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the city of Oroville and Gridley sensitive receptors would be
exposed to objectionable odors. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other
covered activities would not expose sensitive receptors to odors with implementation of Alternative
2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures
of the Cities of Gridley and Oroville would not reduce the effects associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction-related emissions associated with
implementation of the general plans for the city of Oroville and Gridley sensitive receptors would be
exposed to objectionable odors. Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other
covered activities would not expose sensitive receptors to odors with implementation of Alternative
2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures
of the Cities of Gridley and Oroville would not reduce the effects associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Impact AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

Impacts associated with the covered activities and implementation of the conservation strategy
would be the same as those for Alternative 2. These activities would generate GHG emissions that
may have a significant impact on the environment.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2;
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures, Caltrans BMPs, and
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Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently,
the impact would be significant and unavoidable

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2.
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures, Caltrans BMPs, and
Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently,
the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction practices for minimizing GHGs

Impact AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

Impacts associated with the covered activities and implementation of the conservation strategy
would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. These activities would conflict with
applicable plans and policies adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2;
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-6 for the conservation strategy will reduce impacts, but
they would remain significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2;
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-6 for the conservation strategy will reduce impacts, but
they would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction practices for minimizing GHGs

Alternative 4—Greater Conservation

Alternative 4 would be similar to Alternative 2 except that under Alternative 4, the conservation
strategy would include the conservation of an additional 9,850 acres of grassland and 35,310 acres
of riceland. Alternative 4 would include the same conservation measures as Alternative 2, and all
other acreage protection targets for natural communities/land types would be the same as
described under Alternative 2. Therefore, impact mechanisms for air quality and climate change
would be similar to those described for Alternative 2.

Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
(NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development and Other Covered Activities

Impacts associated with the permanent development within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies
and other covered activities within the Plan Area would be the same as those identified under
Impact AQ-1 for Alternative 2.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

Alternative 4 entails greater conservation than Alternative 2 and would result in additional land
acquisition. The additional conservation component of Alternative 4 (land acquisition) would not
present any additional air quality impacts, as there is no physical action associated with acquiring
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more land for conservation. Thus, the impacts for Alternative 4 would be to the same as Alternative
2.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not conflict with the
NSVSPA plan with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA
guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-
1b. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures of the Cities of Oroville,
Gridley, and Biggs would not reduce effects associated with general plan implementation to less-
than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not conflict with the
NSVSPA plan with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA
guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-
1b. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures of the Cities Oroville, Gridley,
and Biggs would not reduce effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-
significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust

Impact AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and
unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development and Other Covered Activities

Impacts associated with the permanent development within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies
and other covered activities within the Plan Area would be the same as those identified under
Impact AQ-2 for Alternative 2.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As described under Impact AQ-1, the additional conservation component of Alternative 4 (land
acquisition) would not present any additional air quality impacts, thus, the impacts for Alternative 4
would be to the same as those of Alternative 2.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not conflict violate air
quality standards with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA
guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-
1b. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures of the Cities of Chico,
Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs would not reduce effects associated with general plan implementation to
less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not conflict violate air
quality standards with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA
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guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-
1b. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures of the Cities of Chico,
Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs would not reduce effects associated with general plan implementation to
less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust

Impact AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors) (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development and Other Covered Activities

Impacts associated with the permanent development within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies
and other covered activities within the Plan Area would be the same as those identified under
Impact AQ-3 for Alternative 2.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As described under Impact AQ-1, the additional conservation component of Alternative 4 (land
acquisition) would not present any additional air quality impacts; thus, the impacts for Alternative 4
would be to the same as those of Alternative 2.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutant with implementation of Alternative 2
AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the general plan policies or
mitigation measures of the Cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs would not reduce effects
associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the
impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutant with implementation of Alternative 2
AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures,
and Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b. Implementation of the general plan policies or
mitigation measures of the Cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley, and Biggs would not reduce effects
associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the
impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for fugitive dust
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Impact AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (NEPA:
significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development and Other Covered Activities

Impacts associated with the permanent development within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies
and other covered activities within the Plan Area would be the same as those identified under
Impact AQ-4 for Alternative 2.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As described under Impact AQ-1, the additional conservation component of Alternative 4 (land
acquisition) would not present any additional air quality impacts; thus, the impacts for Alternative 4
would be to the same as those of Alternative 2.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutants with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs,
BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure
AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures of Gridley would not
reduce effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2; impacts
associated with the conservation strategy and other covered activities would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutants with implementation of Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs,
BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD’s fugitive PM10 mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure
AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or mitigation measures of Gridley would not
reduce effects associated with general plan implementation to less-than-significant levels.
Consequently, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Impact AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people (NEPA:
significant and unavoidable; CEQA: significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development and Other Covered Activities

Impacts associated with the permanent development within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies
and other covered activities within the Plan Area would be the same as those identified under
Impact AQ-5 for Alternative 2.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As described under Impact AQ-1, the additional conservation component of Alternative 4 (land
acquisition) would not present any additional air quality impacts; thus, the impacts for Alternative 4
would be to the same as those of Alternative 2.

NEPA Determination: Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered
activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants with implementation of
Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10
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mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or
mitigation measures of Gridley and Oroville would not reduce effects associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: Impacts associated with the conservation strategy and other covered
activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants with implementation of
Alternative 2 AMMs, Caltrans BMPs, BCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, BCAQMD'’s fugitive PM10
mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a. Implementation of the general plan policies or
mitigation measures of Gridley and Oroville would not reduce effects associated with general plan
implementation to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Implement BCAQMD mitigation measures for construction
equipment

Impact AQ-6: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development and Other Covered Activities

Impacts associated with the permanent development within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies
and other covered activities within the Plan Area would be the same as those identified under
Impact AQ-6 for Alternative 2.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As described under Impact AQ-1, the additional conservation component of Alternative 4 (land
acquisition) would not present any additional air quality impacts; thus, the impacts for Alternative 4
would be to the same as those of Alternative 2.

NEPA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2.
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures, Caltrans BMPs, and
Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently,
the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Determination: The impact determination would be the same as Alternative 2.
Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation measures, Caltrans BMPs, and
Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-significant levels. Consequently,
the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction practices for minimizing GHGs
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Impact AQ-7: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases (NEPA: significant and unavoidable; CEQA:
significant and unavoidable)

Impacts of Permanent Development and Other Covered Activities

Impacts associated with the permanent development within the jurisdictions of the Local Agencies
and all other covered activities within the Plan Area would be the same as those identified under
Impact AQ-7 for Alternative 2.

Impacts of the Conservation Strategy

As described under Impact AQ-1, the additional conservation component of Alternative 4 (land
acquisition) would not present any additional air quality impacts; thus, the impacts for Alternative 4
would be to the same as those of Alternative 2.

NEPA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated
with implementation of all the general plans, as well as transportation facilities, recurring
maintenance facilities, water and irrigation district activities, and implementation of the
conservation strategy would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan
policies or mitigation measures, Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these
effects to less-than-significant levels.

CEQA Determination: As a result of construction- and operations-related emissions associated with
implementation of all the general plans, as well as transportation facilities, recurring maintenance
facilities, water and irrigation district activities, and implementation of the conservation strategy
would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases. Implementation of the Cities’ general plan policies or mitigation
measures, Caltrans BMPs, and Mitigation Measure AQ-6 will not reduce these effects to less-than-
significant levels.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Implement best construction practices for minimizing GHGs

5.2.4 Cumulative Analysis

Methods and Approach

According to guidance from BCAQMD, an impact would have a significant cumulative impact if
emissions from the project exceed the district’s thresholds, or if the project conflicts with the
applicable air quality attainment plan. For this analysis, the air district’s thresholds were used to
assess cumulative impacts.

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are identified in Chapter 3, Approach to the
Analysis. Overall, these projects have had or are anticipated to have a cumulative impact on air
quality as a result of land-disturbing activities such as converting agricultural lands to urban
development, including roadway projects, and developing and operating infrastructure projects.
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Emissions resulting from construction and operation of the implementation of the Local Agencies’
general plans and other covered activities and implementation of the conservation strategy, in
combination with other development in the air basin, could result in cumulatively significant levels
of emissions under all alternatives As discussed above, some of the covered activities would
generate emissions that could exceed BCAQMD'’s thresholds, which, according BCAQMD guidance,
would result in cumulative impacts. Implementation of BCAQMD’s standard construction mitigation
measures would lessen emissions, however, it is anticipated they would not reduce construction
emissions to below BCAQMD’s thresholds. As BCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook indicates that projects in
excess of their numeric thresholds listed in Table 5-9 would result in a significant cumulative impact
unless offset, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.
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Chapter 6
Biological Resources

6.1 Affected Environment

This section describes the regulatory and environmental setting associated with biological resources
in the Plan Area.

6.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Federal

Federal Endangered Species Act

ESA and subsequent amendments provide for the conservation of listed endangered or threatened
species, or candidates for listing, and the ecosystems on which they depend. USFWS has jurisdiction
over plants, wildlife, and freshwater fish listed under ESA, and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMES) has jurisdiction over anadromous fish and marine fish and mammals. NMFS has issued two
BOs for anadromous fish in Butte Creek and the Feather River. Both pertain to Federal Energy and
Regulatory Commissions (FERC) relicensing actions: one for the DeSabla-Centerville project and one
for the Oroville Dam. Guidelines for protecting anadromous fish are included in both and must be
followed by PG&E.

Critical Habitat

ESA Section 3 defines critical habitat as follows.

e The specific areas within the geographical area occupied by a species at the time it is listed in
accordance with the Act, on which are found those physical or biological features:

o essential to the conservation of the species, and
o that may require special management considerations or protection.

e Specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by a species at the time it is listed, upon a
determination that such areas are essential for the conservation of the species.

Critical habitat designations affect only federal agency actions or federally funded or permitted
activities. Critical habitat designations do not affect activities by private landowners if there is no
federal funding or authorization. Federal agencies are required to avoid destruction or adverse
modification of designated critical habitat.

Endangered Species Act Prohibitions (Section 9)

Section 9 of ESA prohibits the take of any fish or wildlife species listed under ESA as endangered.
Take, as defined by ESA, means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or
collect or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Harm is defined as “any act that kills or injures
the species, including significant habitat modification.” Take of threatened species is also prohibited
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under Section 9 unless otherwise authorized by federal regulations.! Additionally, Section 9
prohibits removing, cutting, and maliciously damaging or destroying plants listed under ESA on sites
that are under federal jurisdiction.

Issuance of Incidental Take Permit for Nonfederal Actions (Section 10)

Section 10 of ESA requires the issuance of an incidental take permit before any nonfederal action
may be taken that would potentially harm, harass, injure, kill, capture, collect, or otherwise hurt (i.e.,
take) any individual of an endangered or threatened species. The permit requires preparation and
implementation of a habitat conservation plan (HCP) that would minimize and mitigate the take of
covered species to the maximum extent practicable.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory bird species from take. Take, under the
MBTA4, is defined as an action or an attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, or kill (50 CFR
10.12). The definition differentiates between “intentional” take (take that is the purpose of the
activity in question) and “unintentional” take (take that results from, but is not the purpose of, the
activity in question).

Executive Order (EO) 13186 (signed January 10, 2001) directs each federal agency taking actions
that would have or would likely have a negative impact on migratory bird populations to work with
USFWS to develop a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to promote the conservation of
migratory bird populations. Protocols developed under the MOU must include the following agency
responsibilities.

e Avoid and minimize, to the extent practicable, adverse impacts on migratory bird resources
when conducting federal agency actions.

e Restore and enhance habitat of migratory birds, as practicable.

e Prevent or abate the pollution or detrimental alteration of the environment for the benefit of
migratory birds, as practicable.

EO 13186 is designed to assist federal agencies in their efforts to comply with the MBTA; it does not
constitute any legal authorization to take migratory birds.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires consultation with USFWS, NMFS, and the state fish
and wildlife agencies where the waters of any stream or other body of water are proposed,
authorized, permitted, or licensed to be impounded, diverted, or otherwise controlled or modified
under a federal permit or license. Consultation is undertaken for the purpose of preventing loss of
and damage to wildlife resources.

1 Exceptions may be made for threatened species under ESA Section 4(d); in such cases, USFWS or NMFS issues a
“4(d) rule,” describing protections for the threatened species and specifying the circumstances under which take is
no prohibited.
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Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA) was enacted as an amendment to the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of 1972, which outlined the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants to waters of
the United States. The CWA serves as the primary federal law protecting the quality of the nation’s
surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands.

The CWA empowers the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set national water quality
standards and effluent limitations and includes programs addressing both point-source and
nonpoint-source pollution. Point-source pollution is pollution that originates or enters surface
waters at a single, discrete location, such as an outfall structure or an excavation or construction
site. Nonpoint-source pollution originates over a broader area and includes urban contaminants in
stormwater runoff and sediment loading from upstream areas. The CWA operates on the principle
that all discharges into the nation’s waters are unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit;
permit review is the CWA’s primary regulatory tool. The following sections provide additional
details on specific sections of the CWA.

Permits for the Placement of Dredged or Fill Material into Waters of the United States (Section
404)

CWA Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the United
States. Fill material is material placed in waters of the United States where the material has the
effect of replacing any portion of a water of the United States with dry land, or changing the
bottom elevation of any portion of a water of the United States.

Applicants must obtain a permit from USACE for all discharges of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States, including wetlands, before proceeding with a proposed activity. USACE
may issue either an individual permit (standard permit or letter of permission) which would be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis, or a general permit issued on a nationwide or regional basis for a
category or categories of activities when those activities are substantially similar in nature and
cause only minimal individual and cumulative environmental impacts or would result in avoiding
unnecessary duplication of regulatory control exercised by another federal, state, or local agency,
provided it has been determined that the environmental consequences of the action are individually
and cumulatively minimal.

Compliance with CWA Section 404 requires compliance with several other environmental laws and
regulations. USACE cannot issue a standard permit, letter of permission, or verify the use of a
general permit until the requirements of NEPA, ESA, and the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) have been met. In addition, USACE cannot issue or verify a permit for any activity that may
result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States until a water quality certification
or a waiver of certification has been issued pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA.

Permits for Stormwater Discharge (Section 402)

CWA Section 402 regulates construction-related stormwater discharges to surface waters through
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Discharge (NPDES) program, administered by
EPA. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) is authorized by
EPA to oversee the NPDES program through the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional
Water Boards) (see the related discussion of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act below).
The Plan Area is within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Water Board.
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NPDES permits are required for projects that disturb more than 1 acre of land. The NPDES
permitting process requires the applicant to file a public Notice of Intent (NOI) to discharge
stormwater, and to prepare and implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). The
SWPPP includes a site map and a description of proposed construction activities. In addition, it
describes the best management practices (BMPs) that would be implemented to prevent soil erosion
and discharge of other construction-related pollutants (e.g., petroleum products, solvents, paints,
cement) that could contaminate nearby water resources. Permittees are required to conduct annual
monitoring and reporting to ensure that BMPs are correctly implemented and effective in
controlling the discharge of stormwater-related pollutants.

Water Quality Certification (Section 401)

Under CWA Section 401, applicants for a federal license or permit to conduct activities that may
result in the discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States must obtain certification from
the state in which the discharge would originate or, if appropriate, from the interstate water
pollution control agency with jurisdiction over affected waters at the point where the discharge
would originate. Therefore, all projects that have a federal component and may affect state water
quality (including projects that require federal agency approval, such as issuance of a Section 404
permit) must also comply with CWA Section 401.

Executive Order 11990: Protection of Wetlands

EO 11990, signed May 24, 1977, directs all federal agencies to refrain from assisting in or giving
financial support to projects that encroach on publicly or privately owned wetlands. It further
requires that federal agencies support a policy to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of
wetlands. Such a project (that encroaches on wetlands) may not be undertaken unless the agency
has determined that there are no practicable alternatives to such construction, the project includes
all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that would be affected by the project, and the
impact will be minor.

Executive Order 13112: Prevention and Control of Invasive Species

EO 13112, signed February 3, 1999, directs all federal agencies to prevent and control the
introduction of invasive species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner. The EO
established the National Invasive Species Council (NISC), which is composed of federal agencies and
departments, and a supporting Invasive Species Advisory Committee composed of state, local, and
private entities. In 2008, the NISC released an updated national invasive species management plan
that recommends objectives and measures to implement the EO and prevent the introduction and
spread of invasive species. The EO requires consideration of invasive species in NEPA analyses,
including their identification and distribution, their potential impacts, and measures to prevent or
eradicate them.

State

California Endangered Species Act

California implemented the CESA in 1984. The act prohibits the take of state-listed endangered and
threatened species. Section 2090 of CESA requires state agencies to comply with endangered species
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protection and recovery and promote conservation of these species. CDFW administers the act and
authorizes take through Section 2081 agreements (except for species designated as fully protected).

State Water Resources Control Board

For Decision ID 4497, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) listed water
temperature for placement on the Section 303(d) list. Consequently, water temperature loggers
were deployed in Butte Creek, and the following water quality objective/criterion was established.

The natural receiving water temperature of intrastate waters shall not be altered unless it can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional Water Board that such alteration in temperature
does not adversely affect beneficial uses. Temperature objectives for COLD interstate waters, WARM
interstate waters, and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries are as specified in the Water Quality Control Plan
for Control of Temperature in the Coastal and Interstate Waters and Enclosed Bays of California
including any revisions. There are also temperature objectives for the Delta in the State Water
Board's May 1991 Water Quality Control Plan for salinity. At no time or place shall the temperature
of COLD or WARM intrastate waters be increased more than 5°F above natural receiving water
temperature. To the extent of any conflict with the above, the more stringent objective applies. In
determining compliance with the water quality objectives for temperature, appropriate averaging
periods may be applied provided that beneficial uses will be fully protected.

Natural Community Conservation Planning Act

In 1991, California’s NCCPA (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2800 et seq.) was enacted to
implement broad-based planning that balances appropriate development and growth with
conservation of wildlife and habitat. Pursuant to the NCCPA, local, state, and federal agencies are
encouraged to prepare NCCPs to provide comprehensive management and conservation of multiple
species and their habitats under a single plan, rather than through preparation of numerous
individual plans on a project-by-project basis. The NCCPA is broader in its orientation and objectives
than are ESA and CESA. The primary objective of the NCCP program is to conserve natural
communities at the ecosystem scale while accommodating compatible land use. To be approved by
CDFW, an NCCP must provide for the conservation of species and protect natural communities
within the inventory area in perpetuity.

An approved NCCP provides for take of species whose conservation and management are provided
for in the Plan (California Fish and Game Code Section 2835). The 1991 NCCPA was repealed and
replaced with a substantially revised and expanded NCCPA in 2002. The revised NCCPA established
new standards and guidance on many facets of the program, including scientific information, public
participation, biological goals, interim project review, and approval criteria. The new NCCPA took
effect on January 1, 2003.

This Plan complies with the NCCPA to conserve the ecosystems of western Butte County and to
provide authorization to take covered species in accordance with Section 2835 of the California Fish
and Game Code.

California Fish and Game Code

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code requires project proponents to notify CDFW
before any project diverts, obstructs, or changes the natural flow, bed, channel, or bank of any river,
stream, or lake. Preliminary notification and project review generally occur during the
environmental process. When an existing fish or wildlife resource may be substantially adversely
affected, CDFW is required to propose reasonable changes to the project to protect the resources.
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These modifications are formalized in a Streambed Alteration Agreement that becomes part of the
plans, specifications, and bid documents for the project.

The California Fish and Game Code provides protection from take for a variety of species referred to
as fully protected species. Section 5050 lists protected amphibians and reptiles. Section 5515
prohibits take of fully protected fish species. Section 3511 prohibits take of fully protected bird
species. Section 4700 prohibits take of fully protected mammals. The California Fish and Game Code
defines take as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or
kill.” All take of fully protected species is prohibited, except for take related to scientific research and
take associated with an approved NCCP that covers a fully protected species.

Section 3503 prohibits the killing of birds or the destruction of bird nests. Section 3503.5 prohibits
the killing of raptor species and the destruction of raptor nests. Many bird species could nest in the
Plan Area. The nests would be protected under these sections of the California Fish and Game Code.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

California Water Code Section 13260 requires “any person discharging waste, or proposing to
discharge waste, in any region that could affect the waters of the state to file a report of discharge
(an application for waste discharge requirements).” Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act definition, waters of the state are “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters,
within the boundaries of the state.” Although all waters of the United States that are within the
borders of California are also waters of the state, the reverse is not true. Accordingly, California
retains authority to regulate discharges of waste into any waters of the state, regardless of whether
USACE has concurrent jurisdiction under CWA Section 404. If USACE determines that a wetland is
not subject to regulation under Section 404, CWA Section 401 water quality certification is not
required. However, the Regional Water Board may impose waste discharge requirements (WDRs) if
fill material is placed into waters of the state.

California Native Plant Protection Act

The California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (CNPPA) prohibits importation of rare and
endangered plants into California, take of rare and endangered plants, and sale of rare and
endangered plants. CESA defers to the CNPPA, which ensures that state-listed plant species are
protected when state agencies are involved in projects subject to CEQA. In this case, plants listed as
rare under the CNPPA are not protected under CESA but rather under CEQA.

Local

Butte County

Butte County General Plan 2030

The policies below are excerpted from the Butte County General Plan 2030 (Butte County 2012:235-
240). These policies are designed to guide planning related to and affecting habitat and biological
resources within the County’s jurisdiction.

COS-P6.1: The County shall coordinate with applicable federal, State, regional and local agencies on
natural resources and habitat planning.
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COS-P7.1: Conservation easements that protect habitat areas, habitat corridors and sensitive
biological resources shall be promoted.

COS-P7-2: Clustered development patterns shall be encouraged in order to conserve habitat for
protected species and biological resources.

COS-P7.3: Creeks shall be maintained in their natural state whenever possible, and creeks and
floodways shall be allowed to function as natural flood protection features during storms.

COS-P7.6: New development projects shall include setbacks and buffers along riparian corridors and
adjacent to habitat for protected species, except where permitted in the BRCP Plan Area and where
such development is consistent with the conditions of the BRCP, upon the future adoption of the
BRCP.

COS-P7.7: Construction barrier fencing shall be installed around sensitive resources on or adjacent
to construction sites. Fencing shall be installed prior to construction activities and maintained
throughout the construction period.

COS-P7.8: Where sensitive on-site biological resources have been identified, construction employees
operating equipment or engaged in any development-associated activities involving vegetation
removal or ground disturbing activities in sensitive resource areas shall be trained by a qualified
biologist and/or botanist who will provide information on the on-site biological resources (sensitive
natural communities, special status plant and wildlife habitats, nests of special-status birds, etc.),
avoidance of invasive plant introduction and spread, and the penalties for not complying with
biological mitigation requirements and other state and federal regulations.

COS-P7.9: A biologist shall be retained to conduct construction monitoring in and adjacent to all
habitats for protected species when construction is taking place near such habitat areas.

COS-P8.1: Native plant species shall be protected and planting and regeneration of native plant
species shall be encouraged, wherever possible, in undisturbed portions of development sites.

COS-P8.2: New landscaping shall promote the use of xeriscape and native tree and plant species,
including those valued for traditional Native American cultural uses.

COS-P9.1: A biological resources assessment shall be required for any proposed development
project where special-status species or critical habitat may be present. Assessments shall be carried
out under the direction of Butte County. Additional focused surveys shall be conducted during the
appropriate season if necessary. Upon adoption of the BRCP, assessment requirements of the BRCP
shall be implemented for development projects within the BRCP Plan Area.

COS-P9.2: If special-status plant or animal species are found to be located within a development site,
proponents of the project shall engage in consultation with the appropriate federal, state and
regional agencies and mitigate project impacts in accordance with state and federal law. Upon
adoption of the BRCP, mitigation requirements of the BRCP shall be implemented for development
projects within the BRCP Plan Area. Examples of mitigation may include:

a. Design the proposed project to avoid and minimize impacts.

b. Restrict construction to specific seasons based on project-specific special-status species issues
(e.g. minimizing impacts on special-status nesting birds by constructing outside of the nesting
season).

c. Confine construction disturbance to the minimum area necessary to complete the work.

d. Mitigate for the loss of special-status species by purchasing credits at an approved conservation
bank (if a bank exists for the species in question), funding restoration or habitat improvement
projects at existing preserves in Butte County, or purchasing or donating mitigation lands of
substantially similar habitat.

e. Maintain a minimum 100-foot buffer on each side of all riparian corridors, creeks and streams
for special-status and common wildlife.
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f.  Establish setbacks from the outer edge of special-status species habitat areas.

g. Construct barriers to prevent compaction damage by foot or vehicular traffic.

City of Oroville General Plan 2030

The Oroville 2030 General Plan, adopted in 2009, contains goals and policies designed to guide
planning related to and affecting biological resources within the City of Oroville’s jurisdiction.

These goals, contained in the Open Space, Natural Resources, and Conservation Elements of the
City’s general plan are reproduced below.

Goal OPS-8: Preserve and protect all special-status species that are candidates for federal or state
listing, state species of special concern, and CNPS listed plant species.

Goal OPS-9: Protect areas of significant wildlife habitat and sensitive biological resources to
maintain biological diversity among plant and animal species in the City of Oroville and the
surrounding areas.

Goal OPS-10: Protect riparian, riverine, and open water habitats.

These goals include numerous policies that are designed to guide planning related to and affecting
biological resources within the City of Oroville’s jurisdiction (City of Oroville 2009:6-33-6-40).

City of Biggs General Plan 1997-2015

The policies below are excerpted from the City of Biggs General Plan 1997-2015 (City of Biggs
1998:5-5-5-6). These policies are designed to guide planning related to and affecting habitat and
biological and mineral resources within the City of Biggs’ jurisdiction.

Policy 5.2.A: Apply mitigation measures to development projects to minimize impacts on biological
resources during and after construction.

Policy 5.2.B: Consider opportunities for habitat preservation and enhancement in conjunction with
public facility projects, particularly storm drainage facilities.

Policy 5.2.D: If the presence of protected species is determined to be likely, the project applicant
shall be responsible for all costs associated with investigating species presence and preparation of
any required mitigation plans.

Policy 5.2.E: Promote the establishment of an open space reserve along Hamilton Slough in areas
southeast and south of the current City limits.

City of Gridley 2030 General Plan

The policies below are excerpted from the Conservation Element of the City of Gridley 2030 General
Plan (City of Gridley 2009:17). These policies are designed to guide planning related to biological
resources within the City of Gridley’s jurisdiction.

Policy 5.1: New developments shall use techniques, such as buffers, setbacks, and clustering of
development to protect wetlands, riparian corridors, vernal pools, and sensitive species.

Policy 5.3: The City will have former agricultural drainage ditches improved or restored in a way
that avoids or improves habitat value and maintains or improves wetland function.

Policy 5.4: The City will condition new development, as necessary, to reduce erosion, siltation, and
mitigate impacts on wetland, riverine, and riparian habitats.
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Policy 5.7: The City will ensure consistency of new development with applicable portions of the
Butte County Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Communities Conservation Plan.

Policy 5.9: The City will continue to collaborate with the California Department of Fish and Game
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, as appropriate, to ensure the protection and
preservation of special-status species and their habitats within the Gridley Plan Area.

City of Chico General Plan 2030

The policies below are excerpted from the Open Space and Environment Element of the Chico 2030
General Plan (City of Chico 2011:10-17-10-19). These policies are designed to guide planning
related to biological resources within the City of Chico’s jurisdiction.

Policy 0S-1.1 (Native Habitats and Species): Preserve native species and habitat through land use
planning, cooperation, and collaboration.

Policy 0S-1.2 (Regulatory Compliance): Protect special-status plant and animal species, including
their habitats, in compliance with all applicable state, federal and other laws and regulations.

Policy 0S-2.1 (Planning and Managing Open Space): Continue acquisition, management, and
maintenance of open space to protect habitat and promote public access.

Policy 0S-2.4 (Foothill Viewshed): Preserve the foothills as a natural backdrop to the urban form.

Policy 0S-2.5 (Creeks and Riparian Corridors): Preserve and enhance Chico’s creeks and riparian
corridors as open space for their aesthetic, drainage, habitat, flood control, and water quality values.

Policy 0S-2.6 (Oak Woodlands): Protect oak woodlands as open space for sensitive species and
habitat.

Policy 0S-3.1 (Surface Water Resources): Protect and improve the quality of surface water.

6.1.2 Environmental Setting

This section discusses the biological setting in the Plan Area. The Plan Area (Figure 1-1)
encompasses 564,270 acres comprising the western lowlands and foothills of Butte County. It is
bounded on the west by the county’s boundaries with Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa Counties; on the
south by the boundaries with Sutter and Yuba Counties; on the north by the boundary with Tehama
County; and on the east by the upper extent of land dominated by oak woodland natural
communities.

The Plan Area was designed to encompass the area within which covered activities would be
implemented and to provide sufficient land and resources to implement measures to provide for the
conservation of covered species and habitats affected by the proposed covered activities.

Natural Communities and Other Land Cover Types

All information on natural communities and other land cover types was obtained from Chapter 3
and Appendix B of the BRCP. This information was based on extensive land cover mapping
conducted for the BRCP and therefore represents the best available landscape-scale data on
biological resources in the Plan Area (see BRCP Chapter 3 for details on the methods used for this
land cover mapping). The Plan Area contains six major natural communities and eight other land
cover types. Table 6-1 lists these types and approximate acreages. The six major natural
communities addressed in the BRCP are oak woodland and savannah, grassland, riparian, wetland,
aquatic, and agriculture (which, though human-influenced, is considered as a natural community
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Table 6-1. Extent of Natural Communities and Other Land Cover Types in the Plan Area (acres)

Land Cover Type Acres
0Oak Woodland and Savanna
Blue oak savanna 10,581
Blue oak woodland 34,735
Interior live oak woodland 2,382
Mixed oak woodland 44,893
Subtotal 92,951
Grassland
Grassland 68,124
Grassland with vernal swale complex 34,110
Subtotal 102,234
Riparian
Cottonwood-willow riparian forest 7,509
Valley oak riparian forest 4,331
Willow scrub 2,995
Herbaceous riparian and river bar 1,658
Dredger tailings with riparian - stream 5,489
Dredger tailings with riparian- non-stream 167
Subtotal 22,149
Wetland
Emergent wetland 4,440
Managed wetland 25,486
Managed seasonal wetland 2,097
Subtotal 32,023
Aquatic
Open water 8,401
Major canal 1,897
Stock pond 465 ponds
Subtotal 10,298
Agriculture
Rice 120,316
Irrigated cropland 20,413
Irrigated pasture 1,160
Orchard/vineyard 110,847
Nonnative woodland 213
Subtotal 252,949
Other Land Cover Types=?
Chaparral 8,393
Conifer-dominated forest 15
Subtotal 8,408
Total Natural Communities 521,012
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Land Cover Type Acres

Developed

Urban 24,238

Ranchettes—wooded 6,378

Ranchettes—open 6,985

Disturbed ground 3,390
Subtotal 40,991

Total Land Cover—All Types 562,003

a These are types not addressed in the BRCP because of their limited extent in the Plan Area.

b This number is 130 acres more than the total Plan Area acreage shown in Section 3.2 of the BRCP. This
0.02% difference is attributed to differences between calculating the sum acreage of several thousand
polygons (BRCP calculation method) with the total acreage of the Plan Area boundary as one polygon
(EIR/EIS calculation method).

because it provides important habitat for some special-status species). The distribution of natural
communities in the Plan Area is depicted in Figure 6-1.

Two other land cover types—chaparral and conifer-dominated forest—occur within the Plan Area
but are not addressed in the BRCP. They are considered in this EIS/EIR because they provide habitat
for special-status species.

Descriptions of the constituent land cover types, distribution, physical conditions, and biological
conditions for the six natural communities addressed in the BRCP are provided below. These
descriptions contain information summarized from Chapter 3 of the BRCP, which contains
additional detailed information about these communities’ environmental conditions, environmental
gradients, invasive species, and ecosystem function.

Oak Woodland and Savanna

Description

The oak woodland and savannah natural community consists of blue oak woodland, blue oak
savannabh, interior live oak woodland, and mixed oak woodland land cover types. The oak woodland
and savannah natural community occurs in the foothills along the eastern boundary of the Plan Area
on relatively level valleys and terraces to steep slopes. The soils that support oak woodland and
savannah are typically moderately well drained and the slope aspect typically faces west to
southwest.

The vegetation in the oak woodland and savannah natural community consists of an overstory with
a minimum canopy cover of 3% and an herbaceous understory with shrubs sparse or absent. The
dominant tree species in the overstory are blue oak (Quercus douglasii), canyon live oak (Q.
chrysolepis), interior live oak (Q. wislizeni) and foothill pine (Pinus sabiniana). Where present, the
shrub understory contains species such as toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), coyote brush (Baccharis
pilularis), poison-oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.). The
herbaceous understory is dominated by nonnative annual grasses and forbs but also contains native
grasses and forbs. Nonnative species that can occur in the herbaceous understory are Kentucky
bluegrass (Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis), hairy rattail fescue (Vulpia myuros var. hirsuta), and
shortfruit stork’s bill (Erodium brachycarpum). Native herbaceous species that can occur are blue
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wildrye (Elymus glaucus), soap plant (Chlorogalum pomeridianum var. pomeridianum), wood rush
(Luzula comosa), woodland star (Lithophragma spp.), and California goldfields (Lasthenia
californica).

Wildlife Habitat

Oak woodlands provide nesting, foraging, and cover for a variety of species. Acorn woodpecker
(Melanerpes formicivorus), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), western scrub-jay
(Aphelocoma californica), and northern flicker (Colaptes auratus) are known to nest and forage in
these habitats. Additionally, wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) is known to occur in oak woodlands.
Reptiles, including western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma
blainvillii), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer), and California kingsnake (Lampropeltis getulus
californiae), frequent these habitats. 0ak woodlands provide cover and foraging opportunities for
numerous mammals, including Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), striped skunk (Mephitis
mephitis), black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), gray fox (Urocyon
cinereoargenteus), and wild pig (Sus scrofa), and nesting opportunities for western gray squirrel
(Sciurus griseus).

Grasslands

Description

The grasslands natural community in the Plan Area comprises two types: grasslands and grasslands
with vernal swale complexes. Grasslands with vernal swale complexes are dominated by networks
of meandering swales that channel flow across the landscape among varying distributions and
densities of vernal pools and are associated with mound and intermound topography.

The vegetation in grasslands consists primarily of nonnative annual grasses that can include soft
chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut brome (B. diandrus), wild oats (Avena spp.), and Italian ryegrass
(Lolium multiflorum). Native perennial grasses, native forbs, and nonnative forbs also occur in
grassland without vernal pools. Representative native species that are known to occur in grasslands
are purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra), Indian ryegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides), butter-and-eggs
(Triphysaria eriantha), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), and pitgland tarweed
(Holocarpha virgata).

Grasslands with vernal pools and/or swales are more common in the portion of the Plan Area east of
Chico. Methodology used to map vernal pools in the Plan Area is included in Appendix I of the BRCP.
Vegetation in the vernal pools and/or swales typically contains a higher proportion of native species
than the adjacent grasslands. Several of the vernal pool endemics that are known from the Plan Area
are listed under ESA and CESA: Hoover’s spurge (Chamaesyce hooveri), Butte County meadowfoam
(Limnanthes floccosa ssp. californica), hairy Orcutt grass (Orcuttia pilosa), slender Orcutt grass
(Orcuttia tenuis), and Greene’s tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei). Other species associated with vernal
pools and/or swales are yellow carpet (Blennosperma nanum), Fremont’s goldfields (Lasthenia
fremontii), coyote thistle (Eryngium spp.), white navarretia (Navarretia leucocephala), sack clover
(Trifolium depauperatum), and downingia (Downingia spp.)-

Wildlife Habitat

Annual grasslands provide food and cover for abundant small mammals, including California ground
squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), deer mouse
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(Peromyscus maniculatus), California vole (Microtus californicus), and black-tailed hare (Lepus
californicus). Consequently, raptors such as red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered
hawk (Buteo lineatus), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), barn
owl (Tyto alba), great horned owl (Bubo virginianus), and American kestrel (Falco sparverius) forage
in annual grasslands. Other characteristic wildlife species include gopher snake, western rattlesnake
(Crotalus viridis), western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), western bluebird (Sialia mexicana), and
western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta). Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) and American badger
(Taxidea taxus) may use these areas for denning and foraging.

Where grasslands occur adjacent to permanent or semipermanent water features, such as canals,
giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) may use these areas for upland cover; similarly, grasslands
adjacent to canals, creeks, or ponds may be used for nesting or cover by western pond turtles
(Actinemys marmorata). Grasslands containing seasonally inundated wetlands, such as vernal pools,
may provide upland sites for California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense). Grasslands in
the Plan Area are known to provide suitable winter foraging habitat for greater sandhill crane (Grus
canadensis) and numerous waterfowl species.

Vernal pools in grasslands provide habitat for aquatic invertebrates that can tolerate the extreme
range of conditions that characterize these ecosystems. Many of these species are specialized to
complete their life cycles in the short period during which pools are ponded. Vernal pool
invertebrates include crustaceans such as vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), California
fairy shrimp (Linderiella occidentalis), midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta mesovallensis), tadpole
shrimp (Lepidurus packardi); various genera of clam shrimp, seed shrimp, and daphnia; and water
beetles, water boatmen, and aquatic larvae of fly and dragonfly species. Vernal pool invertebrate
communities have evolved in the absence of aquatic predators such as fish and nonnative bullfrogs
(Rana catesbeiana), which cannot survive in vernal pools because of their prolonged dry period.

Vernal pools also support amphibians such as Pacific treefrog (Pseudacris regilla), western toad
(Bufo boreas), California tiger salamander, and western spadefoot (Spea hammondii). Vernal pool
complexes are also important habitat for migratory birds, including herons, egrets, shorebirds, and
waterfowl. Other birds, such as raptors (e.g., hawks, falcons, and kites) and a variety of songbirds,
use vernal pool complexes for foraging and as water sources.

Riparian Communities

Description

The riparian natural communities comprise cottonwood willow riparian, valley oak riparian forest,
willow scrub, herbaceous riparian river bar, dredger tailings with riparian—stream associated, and
dredger tailings with riparian—non-stream associated. Dredger tailings are characterized by long
mounds of alluvial deposits that formed as a result of past surface gold mining. The dredger tailings
often support areas of dense riparian trees and shrubs interspersed with ponds and areas of bare
sand and gravel.

The dominant vegetation in the riparian natural community can consist of either mature, tall trees
or small trees and shrubs. Typical overstory species consist of Fremont cottonwood (Populus
fremontii ssp. fremontii), red willow (Salix laevigata), Goodding’s willow (S. gooddingii), valley oak
(Q. lobata), western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and white alder (Alnus rhombifolia). In addition
to immature overstory species, the understory can contain shrubs and woody vines such as narrow-
leaved willow (Salix exigua), blackberry (Rubus spp.), wild grape (Vitis californica), and wild rose
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(Rosa spp.). Herbaceous species such as mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), California aster (Aster
chilensis), northern willow-herb (Epilobium ciliatum), and horsetail (Equisetum spp.) may also be
present in the understory of the riparian natural community.

Wildlife Habitat

Riparian forest communities provide wildlife with dispersal and migration corridors and foraging
areas, cover, and breeding habitat. Many species of birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians are
known to use riparian communities and other woody vegetation communities near watercourses.
Riparian trees provide suitable nesting and roosting habitat for a variety of raptors, egrets, herons,
songbirds, and bats. Birds known to nest in these communities include red-shouldered hawk, red-
tailed hawk, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), American
kestrel, great blue heron (Ardea herodias), great egret (Ardea alba), Nuttall's woodpecker (Picoides
nuttallii), western scrub-jay, California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculates),
black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), warbling vireo (Vireo gilvus), yellow-rumped warbler (Dendroica
coronata), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), and house wren (Troglodytes aedon).

Bats species known to use riparian habitats for roosting include California myotis (Myotis
californicus), Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), western red bat
(Lasiurus blossevillii), and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus). Other mammal species known to use these
communities include American beaver (Castor canadensis), Virginia opossum, striped skunk, black-
tailed deer, raccoon, and muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus). Reptiles, including common garter snake
(Thamnophis sirtalis), western fence lizard, and western pond turtle, and amphibians, including
Pacific treefrog, western toad, and bullfrog, are also associated with these communities.
Additionally, valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) may occur in
areas where elderberry shrubs are present.

Riparian scrub provides nesting, cover, and foraging habitat for numerous bird species. Specifically,
California quail (Callipepla californica), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), spotted towhee,
California towhee, wrentit, and bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus) are known to nest in these
communities. Riparian scrub provides functions and values for reptiles, amphibians, and mammals
similar to those described above for riparian forest.

Fish such as juvenile steelhead (Oncorhyncus mykiss) and Chinook salmon (Oncorhyncus
tshawytscha) utilize stream reaches which have riparian vegetation. Overhanging riparian
vegetation along watercourses provides rearing areas, cover and food resources for salmonids.

Wetlands

Description

The wetland natural community in the Plan Area consists of emergent wetlands, managed wetlands,
and managed seasonal wetlands. For a discussion of vernal pools, see the Grasslands section above.
Emergent wetlands are scattered throughout the Plan Area and are frequently associated with
streams, rivers, and areas that receive water in the form of agricultural runoff. Most of the managed
wetlands are in the western portion of the Plan Area and are associated with the Butte Basin, the
Sacramento River, and the Feather River. Managed wetlands are associated with private hunting
clubs or federal and state wildlife refuges such as Gray Lodge Wildlife Area, Sacramento River
National Wildlife Refuge, and the Oroville Wildlife Area. The wetland natural community is
supported by soils that occur in floodplains and flood basins. Managed seasonal wetlands typically
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involve winter flooding of most of the managed wetland landscape for migratory bird foraging and
resting habitat, followed by a slow drawdown of water to manage plant seed production.

Vegetation in the wetland natural community is somewhat variable. Emergent wetlands typically
contain cattails (Typha spp.), sedges (Carex spp.), tule (Scirpus acutus), and bulrushes (Scirpus spp.)
with margins supporting willows (Salix spp.) and blackberry. Managed wetlands, which have
frequently been reverted from agricultural use, contain a combination of open water and vegetation
types, including cottonwood-willow forest, willow scrub, ponds, freshwater marsh, and areas
dominated by blackberry. Vegetation in managed wetlands may also include crops (e.g., millet and
rice) that have been planted to reduce the destruction of adjacent agricultural lands by waterfowl
and other wildlife.

Wildlife Habitat

Wetland provides cover and breeding habitat for amphibians including bullfrog, Pacific treefrog, and
western toad, and reptiles including common garter snake and giant garter snake. Characteristic
birds that nest in (or in association with) fresh emergent wetlands in the Plan Area include Canada
goose (Branta canadensis), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), cinnamon teal (Anas cyanoptera), gadwall
(Anas strepera), Virginia rail (Rallus limicola), sora (Porzana carolina), American coot (Fulica
americana), common moorhen (Gallinula chloropus), red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus),
tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), and northern harrier (Circus cyaneus). Though uncommon,
California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus) could also use these areas for nesting.
Mammals known to use emergent wetlands in the Plan Area include a variety of foraging bats,
vagrant shrew (Sorex vagrans), ornate shrew (Sorex ornatus), American beaver, and muskrat.
Managed wetlands such as the Butte Sink provide off-channel rearing opportunities for juvenile
Chinook salmon during winter and spring over a broad range of flow conditions. Wetland habitats
have been shown to create favorable conditions for feeding and growth of salmon, especially in wet
years when these habitats can greatly expand the amount of available rearing habitat (Sommer et al.
2001, 2005).

Aquatic Communities

Description

The aquatic natural community type comprises open water, major canal, and stock pond land cover
types. The aquatic natural community type is scattered throughout the Plan Area. Open water cover
types consist of rivers and streams bordered by riparian and wetland cover types. Along valley floor
streams (e.g., lower Butte Creek), aquatic habitat for fish and wildlife can expand seasonally during
high flows to adjacent riparian, wetland, and floodplain habitats.

Wildlife Habitat

The riparian forest and riparian scrub communities are associated with open water habitats, and
provide important wildlife habitat, as described above.

In addition to providing resources for fish, discussed below, open water habitat provides foraging,
cover, and reproductive sites for a variety of wildlife species. Open water areas provide essential
aquatic habitat for wading birds (e.g., great blue heron, great egret); waterfowl (e.g., northern pintail
[Anas acuta], green-winged teal [Anas crecca], and ring-necked duck [Aythya collaris]);water birds
(e.g., eared grebe [Podiceps nigricollis] double-crested cormorants [Phalacrocorax auritus]); and land
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birds (e.g., osprey [Pandion haliaetus], belted kingfisher [Megaceryle alcyon]). Reptiles and
amphibians, including western pond turtle, common garter snake, western aquatic garter snake
(Thamnophis couchii), Pacific treefrog, western toad, and bullfrog breed and/or forage in open water
areas. Within the Plan Area, open water habitats—specifically, major canals—have some potential to
support giant garter snake. Smaller agricultural canals associated with rice and other flooded crops
are discussed in the description of agricultural lands below. Bats, including California myotis, Yuma
myotis, hoary bat, western red bat, and pallid bat, are associated with riparian forests and forage for
insects over open water. Terrestrial mammals, including black-tailed deer, raccoon, striped skunk,
and Virginia opossum, use rivers and streams as water sources. Aquatic and semiaquatic mammals
that occur in open water habitats include beaver, river otter (Lontra canadensis), mink (Mustela
vison), and muskrat.

Some fish species that occur in streams and rivers within the Plan Area include Sacramento sucker
(Catostomus occidentalis), Sacramento pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus grandis), white sturgeon
(Acipenser transmontanus), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima).
Nonnative warmwater fish species such as bass (Micropterus spp.), sunfish species (Lepomis spp.),
and crappie (Pomoxis spp.) could occur in canals and stock ponds in the Plan Area (Butte County
Association of Governments 2012).

Agricultural Lands

Description

The agricultural natural community type is made up of several land cover types: orchards and
vineyards, rice, irrigated cropland, irrigated pasture, and nonnative woodland. Nonnative woodland
is included in the agricultural community type because it consists of eucalyptus plantations that
have been planted for commercial purposes (e.g., pulp production). The agricultural natural
community type encompasses the majority of the western half of the Plan Area—the north Central
Valley where the soils and topography are the most suitable. The southwestern portion of the Plan
Area supports rice, and orchards and vineyards are the dominant agricultural land cover type in the
north. Soils in agricultural lands in the Plan Area vary from north to south (e.g., soils that support
rice fields are less well drained than soils that support orchards and vineyards).

Vegetation in the agricultural natural community type consists of field crops and orchards and
vineyards. Field crops include rice, irrigated pasture, alfalfa, and wheat. Orchard crops include
almonds, olives, peaches, plums, and walnuts.

Wildlife Habitat

Orchards and vineyards provide very little value for wildlife, although birds such as red-shouldered
hawk, American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), yellow-billed magpie (Pica nuttalli), mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and rock pigeon (Columba livia) may nest
or forage in these areas.

Row and field crops provide foraging opportunities for a variety of raptors, including red-tailed
hawk, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, American kestrel, burrowing owl, northern harrier, great
horned owl, barn owl, and other migratory and resident birds (e.g., sandhill crane, Brewer’s
blackbird [Euphagus cyanocephalus], red-winged blackbird, tricolored blackbird, American crow,
yellow-billed magpie, European starling, western meadowlark, mourning dove, and rock pigeon).
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Birds such as burrowing owl, northern harrier, and western meadowlark are known to nest in or
adjacent to these areas.

Flooded agricultural fields, particularly rice fields, provide foraging habitat for a variety of
waterfowl, including tundra swan (Cygnus columbianus), snow goose (Chen caerulescens), white-
front goose (Anser albifrons), and several species of ducks. Wading and shore birds are known to
forage in flooded agricultural fields, including herons, egrets, long-billed curlew (Numenius
americanus), killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), and greater yellow-legs (Tringa melanoleuca).

Within the Plan Area, rice fields (and associated agricultural ditches or canals) support giant garter
snake. Mammals known to occur in all types of agricultural lands include coyote (Canis latrans), gray
fox, black-tailed hare, California ground squirrel, Botta’s pocket gopher, deer mouse, and California
vole. Reptiles such as western fence lizard, gopher snake, and California kingsnake may also be
found in association with agricultural areas.

Chaparral

Description

Chaparral occurs in the Cascade and Sierra Nevada foothills in the eastern portion of the Plan Area.
Chaparral is typically found on steep slopes with relatively thin, well-drained soils.

The chaparral within the Plan Area is best described as mixed chaparral. This community is
characterized by dense shrubs and small trees, dominated by ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.), manzanita
(Arctostaphlyos spp.), oaks (Quercus spp.), and chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum). Other common
species include California buckeye (Aesculus californica), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and
mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides).

Wildlife Habitat

Chaparral provides habitat for a variety of common reptiles, birds, and mammals. Numerous
rodents, deer, and other herbivores are common in chaparral communities. Chaparral provides
important winter range foraging areas for black-tailed deer. Chaparral also provides habitat for
western fence lizard, gopher snake, California kingsnake, California quail (Callipepla californica),
Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), and brush mouse (Peromyscus
boylii).

Conifer-Dominated Forest

Description

A small amount of conifer-dominated forest occurs on the eastern edge of the Plan Area in the
Cascade and Sierra Nevada foothills. Coniferous forests are more prevalent at higher elevations east
of the Plan Area.

The conifer-dominated forest in the Plan Area is best described as ponderosa pine forest. This
community is typically dominated by pure stands of ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), but at lower
elevations it can be mixed with blue oaks, interior live oaks, foothill pines, ceanothus, and
manzanita.
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Wildlife Habitat

Conifer forests provide habitat for a large number of wildlife species. The wide variety of plant
species in conifer forests provides a diversity of food and cover for wildlife. Mature forests are
valuable habitat for cavity-nesting birds. Wildlife species common in this habitat type include
Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus), mountain chickadee (Parus
gambeli), western gray squirrel, gray fox, and blacktail deer.

Special-Status Species

Special-status species are defined as plants and animals that are legally protected under ESA, CESA,
or other regulations, and species that are considered sufficiently rare by the scientific community to
qualify for such listing. Special-status species are defined as species in any of the categories listed
below.

e Species that are listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under ESA (50 CFR
17.11 for listed animals and various notices in the FR for proposed species).

e Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under the
ESA (75 FR 69222, November 10, 2010).

e Species listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered
under CESA (14 CCR 670.5).

e Species that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15380).

e Animals listed as California species of special concern on CDFW’s Special Animals List
(California Department of Fish and Game 2011).

e Animals that are fully protected in California under the California Fish and Game Code (Sections
3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]).

e Plants listed as rare under the CNPPA (California Fish and Game Code Section 1900 et seq.).

e Plants considered by CDFW and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be “rare,
threatened, or endangered in California” (Rare Plant Ranks 14, 1B, and 2) (California
Department of Fish and Wildlife 2013b).

The State CEQA Guidelines state that the lead agency preparing an EIR must consult with and
receive written findings from CDFW concerning project impacts on species listed as threatened or
endangered.

Special-Status Plants

Based on the USFWS (2013) species list for Butte County, CNDDB (2013a) records search, and the
CNPS (2013) inventory search, 59 special-status plant species were identified as occurring or having
the potential to occur in the Plan Area. Table 6-2 lists the status, geographic distribution, habitat
requirements, and reported blooming period for each species. Thirty of the 59 species have been
reported in the Plan Area. These 30 species include the 14 species that are proposed for coverage
under the BRCP. Of the remaining 29 species, 14 were determined to be unlikely to occur in the Plan
Area because their elevation ranges are substantially higher than the highest elevation in the Plan
Area or because they inhabit natural communities (e.g., chaparral, coniferous forest) that are not
proposed for coverage under the BRCP. These 14 species are not discussed further in this EIS/EIR.
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Table 6-2. Special-Status Plants Identified as Occurring or Having the Potential to Occur in the Plan Area

Page 1 of 9

Common Name

Legal Status? Geographic Reported
Scientific Name Federal/State/  Distribution/Subregion of Blooming Potential for Occurrence within
Status under BRCP Rare Plant Rank  California Floristic Province® Habitat Requirements Period Plan Area?
Jepson’s onion -/-/1B.2 Sierra Nevada Foothills in Butte, Serpentine or (volcanic) basalt Apr-Aug Not reported in the Plan Area.
Allium jepsonii El Dorado, Placer, and Tuolumne outcrops in oak woodland, Potential habitat in oak woodland
Not covered Counties chaparral, and lower montane natural community type but
coniferous forest; 300-1,320 meters microhabitat (i.e., soil types) may
not be present.
Slender silver moss -/-/2.2 Scattered occurrences in On damp rock and soil on outcrops, N/A Not reported in the Plan Area.
Anomobryum julaceum California from Humboldt and usually on roadcuts in broadleafed Potential habitat in oak woodland
Not covered Shasta south to Los Angeles upland forest, lower montane natural community type but
Counties; Oregon and elsewhere coniferous forest, North Coast microhabitat (i.e., outcrops) may
coniferous forest; 100-1,000 meters not be present.
Ferris’s milk-vetch -/-/1B.1 Historical range included the Seasonally wet areas in meadows Apr-May Seven occurrences reported in the
Astragalus tener var. Central Valley from Butte to and seeps, subalkaline flats in valley western half of the Plan Area.
ferrisiae Alameda County but currently and foothill grassland; 2-75 meters
Covered only occurs in Butte, Glenn, Colusa,
and Yolo Counties
Heartscale -/-/1B.2 Western Central Valley and valleys  Saline or alkaline soils in chenopod Apr-Oct Two occurrences reported in the
Atriplex cordulata of adjacent foothills scrub, meadows and seeps, sandy southwestern portion of the Plan
Not covered areas in valley and foothill Area.
grassland; 1-375 meters
Lesser saltscale -/-/1B.1 Sacramento and San Joaquin Sandy alkaline soils in chenopod May-Oct Two occurrences reported in the
Atriplex minuscula Valley, Butte County and from scrub, playas, valley and foothill southwestern portion of the Plan
Covered Merced County to Kern County grassland; 15-200 meters Area.
Subtle orache -/-/1B.2 Central Valley, especially San Alkali scalds and alkali grasslands, Jun-Aug One occurrence reported in
Atriplex subtilis Joaquin Valley with occurrences in  often near vernal pools; 40-100 (uncommonly  southwestern portion of Plan Area.
Not covered Butte, Fresno, Kings, Kern, meters Oct)
Madera, Merced, and Tulare
Counties
Big-scale balsamroot -/-/1B.2 Scattered occurrences in the Coast  Sometimes on serpentine soils in Mar-Jun Not reported in the Plan Area.

Balsamorhiza
macrolepis var.
macrolepis

Not covered

Ranges and Sierra Nevada
Foothills

chaparral, cismontane woodland,
valley and foothill grassland; 90-
1,555 meters

Potential habitat in grassland
natural community type.
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Common Name Legal Status® Geographic Reported
Scientific Name Federal/State/  Distribution/Subregion of Blooming Potential for Occurrence within
Status under BRCP Rare Plant Rank  California Floristic Province® Habitat Requirements Period Plan Area?
Dwarf resin birch -/-/2.2 Cascade Range, Warner Wet areas in bogs and fens, May-Jun Not reported in the Plan Area.
Betula glandulosa Mountains; also Oregon, meadows and seeps, marshes and Species’ elevation range
Not covered Washington, and elsewhere swamps, lower montane coniferous substantially higher than elevation
forest, subalpine coniferous forest; of Plan Area.
1,310-2,300 meters
Upswept moonwort -/-/2.3 Southern high Cascade Range, and =~ Wet areas in lower montane N/A Not reported in the Plan Area.
Botrychium ascendens scattered occurrences elsewhere: coniferous forest; 1,500-2,285 Species’ elevation range
Not covered Butte, El Dorado, Lassen, Mono, meters substantially higher than elevation
Modoc, Plumas, Shasta, Tehama, of Plan Area.
and Tulare Counties; Idaho,
Oregon, Nevada, Washington, and
elsewhere
Scalloped moonwort -/-/2.2 Scattered occurrences in Bogs and fens, lower montane N/A Not reported in the Plan Area.
Botrychium crenulatum mountains of California; Nevada, coniferous forest, meadows and Species’ elevation range
Not covered Oregon, and elsewhere seeps, freshwater marshes and substantially higher than elevation
swamp; 1,268-3,280 meters of Plan Area.
Mingan moonwort -/-/2.2 High Cascade Range, southern Wet areas in lower montane N/A Not reported in the Plan Area.
Botrychium minganense High Sierra Nevada with coniferous forest; 1,455-2,055 Species’ elevation range
Not covered occurrences in Butte, Fresno, meters substantially higher than elevation
Lassen, Modoc, Nevada?, Placer, of Plan Area.
Plumas, San Bernardino, Shasta,
Sierra, Tehama, and Tulare
Counties; Arizona, Idaho, Nevada,
Oregon, Utah, Washington, and
elsewhere
Western goblin -/-/2.1 Southern high Cascade Range; Wet areas in lower montane N/A Not reported in the Plan Area.
Botrychium montanum Oregon, Washington coniferous forest; 1,465-2,130 Species’ elevation range
Not covered meters substantially higher than elevation
of Plan Area.
Watershield -/-/2.3 Scattered occurrences in north Freshwater marshes; 30-2,200 Jun-Sep Not reported in the Plan Area.

Brasenia schreberi
Not covered

and central California; widespread
across US

meters

Potential habitat present in
wetland natural community type.
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Common Name

Legal Status? Geographic Reported

Scientific Name Federal/State/  Distribution/Subregion of Blooming Potential for Occurrence within
Status under BRCP Rare Plant Rank  California Floristic Province® Habitat Requirements Period Plan Area?
Round-leaved filaree -/-/1B.1 Scattered occurrences in the Great  Cismontane woodland, valley and Mar-May One occurrence reported in the
California macrophylla Valley, southern North Coast foothill grassland on clay soils; 15- southwest portion of the Plan Area
Not covered Ranges, San Francisco Bay Area, 1,200 meters

South Coast Ranges, Channel

Islands, Transverse Ranges, and

Peninsular Ranges
Flagella-like -/-/2.2 Known in California from one Cismontane woodland, often on N/A One occurrence reported in the
atractylocarpus occurrence near Helena in Trinity ~ seeps on road cut cliffs; 100-500 central portion of the Plan Area.
Campylopodiella County and a second in Butte meters
stenocarpa County; also known from Montana
Not covered and Oregon
Mud sedge -/-/2.2 High Sierra Nevada: Butte, El Bogs and fens, lower montane Jun-Aug Not reported in the Plan Area.
Carex limosa Dorado, Fresno, Lassen, Nevada, coniferous forest, meadows and Species’ elevation range
Not covered Plumas, Siskiyou, and Tuolumne seeps, marshes and swamps, upper substantially higher than elevation

Counties; Nevada and elsewhere montane coniferous forest; 1,200- of Plan Area.

2,700 meters
Pink creamsacs -/-/1B.2 Inner North Coast Ranges with Serpentine soils in chaparral Apr-Jun Four scattered occurrences
Castilleja rubicundula occurrences in Butte, Colusa, openings, cismontane woodland, reported in the Plan Area.
ssp. rubicundula Glenn, Lake, and Napa Counties meadows and seeps, valley and
Not covered foothill grassland; 20-900 meters
Pappose tarplant -/-/1B.2 Southern North Coast Ranges, Coastal prairie, chaparral, meadows = May-Nov One occurrence reported in the
Centromadia parryi ssp. southern Sacramento Valley, and seeps, coastal salt marshes and southwestern portion of the Plan
parryi northern and central Western swamps, vernally mesic valley and Area.
Not covered California foothill grassland, often in alkaline
soils; 2-420 meters

Hooever’s spurge T/-/1B.2 Central Valley from Butte County Below the high-water mark of large Jul-Sep Four occurrences have been
Chamaesyce hooveri t