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Important Farmland, Existing and Planned Development within the 100-Year Event Levee Failure Inundation Area Figure 4-2
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and Emergency Evacuation Plan. Requirements that developers purchase flood insurance for homeowners, and 
the simple fact that development in the RD 784 area would not have 100-year flood protection, significantly limits 
the implementation of planned development. 

As described above, the Plumas Lake Specific Plan was approved in 1993. Construction of the first homes in the 
developments began in spring 2003. Given the circumstances described above, continuing buildout of the Plumas 
Lake Specific Plan area is directly linked to continuing levee improvements that are proposed for Segment 2 
under the FRLRP. Based on the conditions of the CVFPB’s April 2006 resolution, to which the involved parties 
agreed, without implementation of the FRLRP Segment 2 work, development in the Plumas Lake Specific Plan 
area could not proceed beyond 2008. Other development plans in the RD 784 area protected by the FRLRP 
Segment 2 levee are also linked to completion of levee improvements. As shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2, the 
proposed Bear River amendment to the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, the Country Club Estates project, and portions 
of the North Arboga Study Area would all be inundated if the Segment 2 levee were to breach during a 100-year 
flood event. Improvements to the FRLRP Segment 2 levee would be considered removal of an obstacle to 
implementation of these development plans. Therefore, because it would remove an obstacle to future 
development, implementation of the FRLRP Segment 2 levee repairs may be considered growth inducing. 
It should be noted that other developments shown in Figure 4-1 would not be provided flood protection by repair 
of the FRLRP Segment 2 levee (i.e., East Linda Specific Plan, Woodbury Specific Plan, Olivehurst Avenue 
Specific Plan) and their development is therefore not linked directly to FRLRP implementation. However, these 
projects are considered in the evaluation of cumulative impacts discussed below in Section 4.2, “Cumulative 
Effects.” 

The development supported by completion of the TRLIA program of flood control improvements, including the 
FRLRP Segment 2 work, is consistent with existing land use and project plans in the RD 784 area that were 
approved before the need for the proposed levee improvements had become apparent. Development in these areas 
is proceeding in accordance with the applicable plans, which include the Yuba County General Plan (Yuba 
County 1994a, 1996a), Plumas Lake Specific Plan (Yuba County 1992a), and North Arboga Study Area Plan 
(Yuba County 1992d). 

As described above, the Yuba County General plan provides for continued growth and development in the RD 
784 part of the county. This future growth was planned with the assumption that the area will have adequate flood 
protection. The Yuba County General Plan was adopted in 1994 and readopted with amendments in 1996, before 
the Corps’ determination in 2003 that the flood hazard risk in RD 784 was much higher than previously believed. 
The General Plan incorporated those development projects in the RD 784 area that had been previously approved 
by the County, including the Plumas Lake Specific Plan and the North Arboga Study Area Plan. Construction of 
homes in some of the previously approved development plans, including the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, began 
prior to 2003. Without levee improvements, the RD 784 area would be designated as being within the 100-year 
floodplain and development according to the Yuba County General Plan would not be able to proceed. 

The Yuba County General Plan projected a population of 95,000 at full buildout throughout Yuba County by 
2015. The general plan includes the Plumas Lake Specific Plan and other development plans in the RD 784 area. 
The Plumas Lake Specific Plan entails a mixed-use development on approximately 5,300 acres east of the FRLRP 
project area. To date, primarily residential land uses have been developed in the plan area, with approximately 
3,200 of the approximately 12,000 planned homes being built. There are also three elementary schools, a fire 
station, and a small amount of retail development in the Plumas Lakes area. The North Arboga Study Area Plan 
consists of approximately 1,300 acres and would provide for approximately 2,500 dwelling units, 205 acres of 
industrial use, and 10–20 acres of commercial use. 

Environmental analyses have been completed for these plans pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). These analyses disclose the environmental effects associated with their implementation and describe 
mitigation measures adopted to eliminate or reduce the severity of environmental effects. Applicable CEQA 
analyses include the draft and final environmental impact reports (EIRs) for the Yuba County General Plan 
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(Yuba County 1994b, 1996b); Plumas Lake Specific Plan (Yuba County 1992b, 1993); and North Arboga Study 
Area Plan (Yuba County 1992c, 1992d). 

CEQA analyses are underway for two additional large-scale mixed-use projects within the area protected by the 
FRLRP Segment 2 levee (see Figures 4-1 and 4-2). The Bear River development project involves an amendment 
to the Plumas Lakes Specific Plan with 2,123 proposed dwelling units and 31 acres of commercial and business 
professional land. The DEIR for the Bear River development project (Yuba County 2008b) has been released for 
public review. In addition, a DEIR was issued for the Country Club Estates Master Planned Community Project 
(Yuba County 2008c), which proposes 1,135 residential units on 577 acres, partially contained within the Plumas 
Lake Specific Plan area. 

Implementation of the FRLRP Segment 2 levee repairs would remove an obstacle to the buildout of these plans 
but would not alter the location or amount of growth and development envisioned in the plans and described in 
the respective EIRs. Effects on the environment resulting from the FRLRP’s Segment 2 levee repairs removal of 
an obstacle to planned growth in the RD 784 area are identified in the above-listed documents. Therefore, the 
available documents were used as the main source of information about the likely environmental effects of growth 
in the area protected by the FRLRP Segment 2 levee. Significant impacts identified in these documents are 
summarized below. 

In addition to the above-listed development projects, the potential exists for additional new development to be 
induced as a result of improved levels of flood protection in areas not currently planned by the County for 
urbanization. The area susceptible to this growth inducement mechanism would be that portion of RD 784 that is 
currently at risk for flooding due to a break in the FRLRP Segment 2 levee, but is not currently developed or 
proposed for development. Figure 4-2 shows the extent of inundation that would occur in RD 784 from a levee 
failure in FRLRP Segment 2 during a 100-year flood event. Table 4-1 shows the estimated area of Important 
Farmland that would potentially be susceptible to development pressure under the Applicant Preferred Alternative 
– ASB Setback Levee Alternative, over and above the acreage already planned or proposed for development. 

Table 4-1 
Total Land Acreage and Important Farmland Acreage in the FRLRP Segment 2 Levee Breach Inundation 

Area Under the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Scenario Setback Levee 
Footprint (acres) 

Land Area within 
Setback Levee 

(acres) 

Land Area East of 
Setback area 

(acres) 
Total (acres) 

Land Area within Inundation Area 300 1,300 11,800 13,400 

Important Farmland Currently 
Existing within Inundation Area 

260 1,045 6,040 7,345 

Important Farmland Remaining 
with Buildout of Current Planned 
Development 

260 1,045 4,790 5,835 

Important Farmland Susceptible to 
Growth Inducing Effects 

NA NA 4,790 4,790 

 

As shown in Table 4-1, the total inundation area shown in Figure 4-2 is approximately 13,400 acres. Under the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative, approximately 300 acres of this area would be covered by the new setback levee 
footprint, and approximately 1,300 acres would be placed in the expanded Feather River floodway. The land 
placed in the floodway would be considered undevelopable and shielded from development pressure. Of the 
11,800 acres to the east of the proposed setback levee alignment and in the inundation area, approximately 
6,040 acres is currently undeveloped and supports important farmland. The remaining roughly 5,760 acres is 
either currently developed, highly disturbed and cannot be cultivated (e.g., grading and compaction completed and 
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underground utilities installed in the Plumas Lake Specific Plan Area but no structures in place), or otherwise in a 
disturbed or vacant state not suitable for agricultural use. The type and extent of existing land uses is based on 
geographic information system (GIS) land use data provided by Yuba County. Of the roughly 6,040 acres of 
existing Important Farmland in the inundation area and east of the proposed setback levee alignment, 
approximately 1,250 acres is included in current planned development areas (i.e., Plumas Lake Specific Plan 
Area, Bear River amendment area, Country Club Estates area, North Arboga Study Area). This leaves 
approximately 4,790 acres of Important Farmland that would be exposed to new development pressures by the 
removal of flood protection as an impediment to growth. This total would be approximately 200 acres greater 
(4,990 acres) under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative because less land would be protected from 
development pressure in the expanded floodway. The total would be approximately 1,305 acres greater 
(6,095 acres) under the Levee Strengthening Alternative because no land would be placed under a setback levee 
footprint or in an expanded floodway and all Important Farmland in the inundation area to the east of the existing 
levee alignment would receive increased flood protection. 

The degree to which the additional flood protection provided by the FRLRP Segment 2 work would alter future 
development patterns or result in increased development in areas afforded greater flood protection would be 
subject to the discretion of the Yuba County Board of Supervisors, based on applicable environmental review and 
planning studies. Detailed evaluation of these potential environmental effects would be speculative at this time. 

4.1.2.2 LAND USE AND AGRICULTURE 

The EIR for the Yuba County General Plan found no significant impacts related to land use as a result of project 
implementation. The general plan did anticipate the conversion of agricultural land to developed uses in the 
Plumas Lake Specific Plan area, and in other areas directed development away from agricultural land classified as 
Prime Farmland and to infill areas to prevent agricultural land fragmentation. The Bear River development project 
requires a General Plan amendment, as well as amendments to the Plumas Lake Specific Plan and changes to the 
County Zoning Ordinance. The DEIR found the proposed project to be inconsistent with Yuba County General 
Plan polices that call for avoiding conversion of prime farmland for urban uses and the placement of residential 
uses adjacent to agricultural uses. The County Club Estates Project would require a General Plan amendment, as 
well as amendments to the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, and change in zoning. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR reported that buildout of the specific plan would result in the significant and 
unavoidable impact to important farmland due to the conversion of 5,000 acres of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural uses. Inconsistency of the specific plan with Policy 1a of the Agricultural Lands section of the 
Land Use Element of the Yuba County General Plan was found to be a significant and unavoidable impact in the 
EIR. The EIR also found that buildout of the specific plan would endanger the viability of agricultural lands 
adjacent to the plan area boundaries because of land use conflicts between urban and agricultural uses. Mitigation 
measures were provided, but the impact was still identified as significant and unavoidable. The EIR also found 
that public health impacts related to land use conflicts could potentially arise from agricultural aerial spraying in 
lands adjacent to the plan area. A mitigation measure, requiring a 300-foot-wide buffer zone between the plan 
area and adjacent agriculture was provided, but the impact was still considered potentially significant. Potential 
impacts on public health and safety where residential areas would be adjacent to the All Pure Chemical plant were 
also considered significant and unavoidable, although mitigation was provided in the form of an early warning 
system and evacuation plan for nearby residences. Other potential impacts from residential land uses abutting 
commercial, industrial, and infrastructure land uses were considered to be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
by mitigation. 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR identified the loss of approximately 600 acres of non-Prime Farmland as a 
significant cumulative impact. Other significant land use effects identified in the EIR include conflicts between 
residential and agricultural land uses, conflicts between some study area land uses and nearby airport zone 
restrictions, proximity of some land uses to high-voltage power lines, and potential odor effects at residential uses. 
Only the loss of non-Prime Farmland was considered a significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation. 
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The DEIR for the Bear River development project identified the conversion of 550 acres of prime farmland to 
urban uses as a significant and unavoidable impact. The Country Club Estates Project would convert an additional 
218 acres of Prime Farmland to nonagricultural uses. The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project found this to 
be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

As described above in the discussion related to Table 4-1 and shown in Figure 4-2, portions of the agricultural 
land conversions attributed to the Plumas Lake Specific Plan and North Arboga Study Area have already 
occurred, based on existing land use data provided by Yuba County. Continued implementation of the Plumas 
Lake Specific Plan, North Arboga Study Area project, Country Club Estates project, and the Bear River 
Amendment, facilitated by the removal of flood protection as an impediment to growth, would result in 
conversion of an additional roughly 1,250 acres of Important Farmland to development. As noted above, as much 
as 4,790 to 6,095 acres of Important Farmland (depending on the project alternative) not currently proposed or 
planned for development would also be at risk from growth pressure if repairs to the Segment 2 levee were in 
place. 

4.1.2.3 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

The EIRs for the Yuba County General Plan and the Plumas Lake Specific Plan found no significant impacts 
related to housing and population that would arise from project implementation. The North Arboga Study Area 
EIR did not address population and housing. In the context of growth inducing impacts, however, the EIR stated 
that jobs will be created over the long term for provision of goods and services to approximately 7,000 to 8,000 
new residents, and particularly if the industrial lands are developed with manufacturing and related uses. 

The Bear River project DEIR noted significant and unavoidable impacts related to population growth induced by 
the project’s residential development. The potential for job availability in the region not to keep pace with 
population would result in additional impacts related to longer commutes in the region. This was considered a 
significant and unavoidable impact. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates Project identified no impacts associated with population and housing. 

4.1.2.4 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

The EIRs for the Yuba County General Plan and Plumas Lake Specific Plan did not identify any significant 
impacts related to geology, soils, and mineral resources. The North Arboga Study Area EIR introduced three 
mitigation measures to address potentially significant effects related to seismic safety, expansive soil, and erosion, 
and concluded that these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

The Bear River project DEIR noted potential impacts due to seismic activity and from soil erosion caused by soil 
disturbance. Mitigation measures, consisting of compliance with grading plans and putting erosion control 
measures in place on the site, were provided to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project identified significant impacts associated with exposure of new 
development on the site to unstable soil conditions. Mitigation measures, including compliance with 
recommendations of the geotechnical engineering report prior to site development would reduce impacts to a less 
than significant level. The DEIR found that adherence to State and local regulations would avoid impacts related 
to soil erosion. 
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4.1.2.5 HYDROLOGY, WATER SUPPLY AND QUALITY, AND DRAINAGE 

Flood Risk 

Environmental analysis generally considers only the risk of placing people and property within a 100-year 
floodplain. Because deficiencies in the levee system protecting the RD 784 area were assumed to have been 
corrected and a 100-year level of protection was assumed to exist there at the time that major development plans 
for the area were approved, the EIRs for the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, North Arboga Study Area and Yuba 
County General Plan did not identify flood risk as a major issue of concern. The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR 
did identify public safety hazards potentially created by floodplain development and included a mitigation 
requirement for the design of 100-year flood protection consisting of storage capacity to contain the 
development’s storm water runoff from a 100-year, 24 hour event. The EIR concluded that this measure would 
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The DEIRs for the Bear River Specific Plan and the Country 
Club Estates project noted significant impacts from development of housing within a designated flood hazard area 
and the exposure of people to the risk of flooding due to levee failure. Mitigation measures identified for the 
Country Club Estates project require Yuba County to limit development in the area until levee repairs are 
completed and a planned pump station is operational. The mitigation measure in the Bear River Specific Plan 
DEIR requires that finished floors of structures be placed above the 100-year, 24-hour flood elevation. The DEIRs 
result in the conclusions that these measures would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

TRLIA anticipates that completion of its overall flood protection program, including the FRLRP, would provide 
the RD 784 area with a 200-year level of flood protection. The TRLIA program is intended to increase the level of 
flood protection for an already urbanized area that has a substantial risk of flooding. It would reduce the 
probability of flooding of the RD 784 area from a 1:20 annual exceedance probability (AEP) (5% chance) to a 
1:200 AEP (0.5% chance). Once the higher level of protection is achieved and development proceeds, however, 
more people and property could be placed at risk in the event of a very extreme flood event. This portion of the 
flood risk that still exists following implementation of a flood damage reduction project is referred to in flood 
control literature as “residual risk.” The residual risk in the RD 784 area following completion of the TRLIA 
program would be somewhat exacerbated by an increase in population and damageable property associated with 
the completion of buildout of the plan areas. 

TRLIA and Yuba County, recognizing that risk will remain following completion of the levee improvements, are 
working to mitigate these risks by reevaluating and updating the Yuba County emergency operations plan and 
educating existing and new residents of flood risks and evacuation plans for flood events. The Yuba County 
Office of Emergency Services provides information on its existing early warning system, including the Wide Area 
Rapid Notification System (WARN), which has the ability to send out a pre-recorded emergency message to 
thousands of telephone numbers per minute. Local radio and television stations would also provide instructions in 
the event of a major emergency. Emergency instructions include information such as evacuation preparations and 
precautions such as where sand bags may be available (Yuba County Emergency Services 2007). 

Water Supply, Water Quality, and Drainage 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR discussed how development of the plan area would increase demands for 
water and could potentially cause water quality to decline, but provided mitigation to reduce these effects to a 
less-than-significant level. Mitigation measures included identification, dedication and construction of 
approximately 21 new wells to provide adequate groundwater to serve the development, water treatment, if 
needed, to meet State and federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) water quality standards, and 
integration of the domestic water distribution system with the Olivehurst Public Utilities District (OPUD) system. 
As is typically the case for new development in a currently undeveloped area, although there may not be sufficient 
utility infrastructure to serve the project prior to development beginning, the project itself includes installation of 
sufficient infrastructure to meet project demands. 
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California State Water Code provisions (California Senate Bill 610), which became effective in 2002, require that 
detailed water availability information be provided to city and county decision-makers prior to local approval of 
specified large development projects. As a consequence, in June 2007, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA), 
consistent with the requirements of Senate Bill 610, was completed for the proposed Country Club Estates 
project, which lies primarily within the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area. In accordance with State law, the WSA 
evaluated whether the local water provider has sufficient supply available to support existing and planned growth 
in their service area, looking at present conditions as well as 20 years into the future, during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years. The WSA found that the Olivehurst Public Utilities District (OPUD) currently has sufficient 
water supplies, and will continue to have sufficient water supplies 20 years into the future, to provide for existing 
and planned development within the OPUD service area, including the Plumas Lake Specific Plan and Country 
Club Estates projects, and the other proposed developments (Olivehurst Public Utilities District 2007). The 
specific plans listed in the WSA included the Plumas Lake Specific Plan (almost 12,000 units), the East Linda 
Specific Plan (just over 6,000 units), and the Wilson Ranch Specific Plan (approximately 4,000 units). 

Specifically, groundwater monitoring in Yuba County shows stable groundwater levels indicating no significant 
reductions in groundwater levels during dry periods, and OPUD is therefore anticipated to have sufficient water 
supplies during all water-year types. Preliminary data from the pending Yuba County Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan also projects a net decrease in groundwater demand for the basin of 28,100 acre-feet per year 
within the next 10 to 20 years, or 18% of current withdrawal from the whole Yuba Groundwater Basin. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR identified no other significant impacts related to water supply, water quality, 
or drainage as a result of project implementation. 

Groundwater wells capable of providing 2,400 AFA are proposed to serve the County Club Estates project, 
enough to satisfy a projected demand of 1,600 AFA. The wells would draw from a lower aquifer than is currently 
being used for existing groundwater pumping and the characteristics of the lower aquifer are not well known. 
The DEIR concludes that there will be adequate water supply for the Country Club Estates project. However, the 
effect on the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells is not known; therefore a potentially significant impact 
was identified. Mitigation to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level consists of requiring OPUD to 
monitor the effects of the project’s groundwater pumping on the lower groundwater aquifer, and determine 
whether the project’s pumping activities are adversely affecting groundwater levels in the project area. If there is 
an adverse effect the County and OPUD are required to take corrective action including considering the use of 
shallower water wells for future projects. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project also identified the potential for the project to generate increased 
rates of stormwater runoff that would affect on- and off-site drainage systems as a significant impact. Mitigation 
measures that would reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level include a restriction on issuance 
of occupancy permits by Yuba County until the Feather River levee repair project has been completed and the 
project area has been remapped by FEMA, restriction on development until a 250-acres stormwater 
detention/water quality area is completed on the site, and Pump Station No. 1 is operational. The stormwater 
detention/water quality area would also address potential adverse affects from contaminated urban runoff entering 
nearby waterways. 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR stated that the OPUD has enough water supply to serve its existing residents 
with a substantial surplus capacity. The EIR also stated that water quality currently does not meet State of 
California water quality standards but indicated that new wells would address that problem, with the number of 
new wells depending on the ultimate land use determination. The EIR noted, “Issuance of building permits for 
projects within OPUD is expressly conditioned upon full participation in the District for the construction and 
installation of required water lines, wells and treatment facilities, and any supporting equipment required.” 
The EIR required one other water supply mitigation measure, stating that “water service systems for individual 
projects must be designed to be fully integrated into the OPUD water service system to provide looped water 
systems…and subject to review and approval of OPUD.” The EIR required mitigation for sewer system design 
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and integration. Several mitigation measures were provided to address drainage and flooding. They required 
annexing into Reclamation District 784, flood-proofing structures, obtaining approval for abandoning flood 
inundation easements, submitting drainage plans, and landscaping detention basin and drainage corridor areas. 
It was determined that implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. Measures such as landscaping detention basins and drainage corridors would also address potential adverse 
affects from contaminated urban runoff entering nearby waterways. As discussed above for the Plumas Lake 
Specific Plan, although there may not be sufficient utility infrastructure to serve a project in a previously 
undeveloped area prior to development beginning, the project itself includes installation of sufficient 
infrastructure to meet project demands, as is required by many of the mitigation measures summarized here. 

The Bear River project DEIR identified potentially significant impacts associated with increased surface water 
runoff rates and volumes when compared with the existing conditions, and potentially significant impacts from 
the alteration of drainage patterns. The DEIR concluded that the mitigation measures provided, including 
retention of existing drainage conditions for runoff to the south that does not enter existing detention facilities; 
providing a drainage report that provides technical support to the findings; securing permission from RD 784 to 
discharge to its facilities; and requiring drainage facilities to comply with Yuba County Improvement Standards, 
would result in impacts that are less than significant. Several of the measures related to drainage infrastructure 
would also address potential adverse effects from contaminated urban runoff entering nearby waterways. 

The Bear River DEIR also identified potentially significant impacts to water quality from discharge of sediment 
from the construction site. The DEIR concluded that the mitigation provided, including submittal of erosion and 
sediment control plans; preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); and implementation of 
Best Management Practices on the construction site would reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

Water demand by the Bear River project at buildout would be approximately 1,414 acre-feet per year. According 
to the WSA prepared for the project, the future OPUD service area, including the project site, would have an 
estimated water demand of approximately 17,794 acre-feet per year by 2030. In addition, other urban areas would 
require approximately 49,941 acre-feet per year. The total urban water demand in 2030 would be 67,735 acre-feet 
per year in the entire OPUD service area. Demand for groundwater would decline from 86,800 acre-feet per year 
in 2004 to 21,200 acre-feet per year in 2016, and remain level to 2030. The decline in demand is attributed to a 
decrease in demand from agriculture as development occurs in the Plumas Lake area. The combined urban and 
agricultural demand in the OPUD service area in 2030 would be 88,935 acre-feet per year. The overall balance 
between supply and demand would result in a water surplus in 2030 of 20,165 acre-feet per year. Therefore, it was 
concluded that OPUD has ample water available to serve existing and planned future development and potential 
impacts to groundwater resources were determined to be less than significant. The 20,165 acre-feet per year 
groundwater surplus estimated in 2030 is approximately 23% of the total demand in 2030. This surplus could 
accommodate significant additional development beyond 2030 if additional development were to occur. In 
addition, as stated above, increases in groundwater demand associated with development in the OPUD service 
area typically results in a corresponding decrease in demand for agricultural irrigation as agricultural lands are 
converted to development. Therefore, it is likely that the 20,165 acre-feet per year groundwater surplus in 2030 
could supply more development than under circumstances where development only results increased demand 
without resulting in a related decrease in demand in another land use category. 

4.1.2.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Yuba County General Plan EIR provided a qualitative discussion of direct and indirect impacts of the 
proposed general plan on biological resources. The EIR concluded that the proposed goals and policies of the 
general plan would reduce the direct and cumulative impacts of the implementation of the general plan to less-
than-significant levels. Indirect effects on biological resources that could occur via illegal hunting, domestic dog 
activity, off-road vehicle use, the use of pesticides and other harmful chemicals, and other factors related to more 
intense human presence and activity were not addressed by the plan policies. A mitigation measure encouraging 
public education, mandatory leash laws and requiring Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CCRs) for new 
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developments to protect biological resources was provided to reduce this impact, but the EIR indicated that it 
remains potentially significant. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR identified project impacts related to loss of habitat areas, including removal 
of the riparian forest and scrub areas within the plan area boundaries, as well as potential indirect impacts on and 
direct removal of permanent water and seasonally ponded wetlands, including Corps jurisdictional wetlands. 
The analysis provided was qualitative and did not provide specific acreage amounts for habitat impacts. 
Mitigation measures identified to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels included conducting surveys to 
determine whether special-status species were present; establishing a 50-foot buffer between development and 
riparian areas; habitat replacement at a ratio of at least 1 to 1 for riparian vegetation and open water with on-site 
mitigation preferred; consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and/or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) for impacts to special-status species; establishing nature preserves to conserve 
sensitive habitats (wetlands); buffer zones between areas of development and wetlands; a mitigation plan to be 
submitted to the DFG and/or the Corps and obtaining permits as dictated by Section 404 and Section 401 of the 
federal Clean Water Act (CWA). 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR identified potential for impacts to wetlands and the possibility of giant garter 
snake, tricolored blackbird and valley elderberry longhorn beetle on the site. The analysis provided was 
qualitative and did not provide specific acreage amounts for habitat impacts. The Final EIR introduced several 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts on biological resources to less-than-significant levels, including 
development setbacks from drainages; a biological resource survey; a wetland delineation; documentation and 
protection of resources; and a revegetation plan. 

The Bear River DEIR identified potentially significant impacts to special-status species, including Swainson’s 
hawk nesting and foraging habitat, and burrowing owls, giant garter snake, and northwestern pond turtle. Potential 
impacts were identified to migratory birds, raptors, wetlands, and valley oak trees. The analysis provided was 
qualitative and did not provide specific acreage amounts for habitat impacts. Mitigation measures required to 
reduce impacts to special-status species include preconstruction surveys; avoiding nest disturbance; conservation 
easements to preserve suitable habitat; limitation on construction activities during nesting season; mitigation 
planning and measures to avoid take; and coordination and consultation with DFG and USFWS. Mitigation 
measures for impacts to other resources include; obtaining Section 404 permits for impacts to wetlands; and 
preparing and implementing a tree protection and replacement plan for valley oak trees. With the implementation 
of the mitigation measures impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project identified potentially significant impacts to special-status species 
and/or the habitat of special-status species, including Swainson’s hawk nesting and foraging habitat, giant garter 
snake, western pond turtle, vernal pool crustaceans, tri-colored blackbirds, valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
(VELB); and four special-status plant species, dwarf downingia, legenere, slender Orcutt grass, and Sanford’s 
arrowhead. The DEIR also identified a potentially significant impact related to the disturbance/fill of 
approximately 4.1 acres of potentially federally regulated wetlands. Mitigation measures required to reduce 
impacts to special-status species to less than significant levels include preconstruction surveys; avoiding nest 
disturbance; preservation of suitable habitats; limitation on construction activities during nesting season and 
hibernation season; establishing buffer zones and restrictions on certain construction activities, mitigation 
planning and measures to avoid take; and coordination and consultation with DFG and USFWS. Mitigation 
measures for impacts to potential waters of the United States, including wetlands, include submitting the available 
wetlands delineation for verification with the Corps and obtaining Section 404 permits for impacts to wetlands. 
With the implementation of the mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

4.1.2.7 AESTHETIC RESOURCES 

The EIRs for the Yuba County General Plan, Plumas Lake Specific Plan, and North Arboga Study Area found no 
significant impacts related to aesthetics or scenic resources that would arise from project implementation. 
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The Bear River Project identified potential aesthetic impacts from the alteration of the agricultural landscape to an 
urban landscape, obstruction of views from Feather River Boulevard, the introduction of daytime glare, and 
nighttime lighting. The DEIR found that the proposed park and open space areas along with design guidelines 
could reduce the significant impacts; however, the impacts due to loss of the agricultural landscape would be 
significant and unavoidable. Mitigation measures required, including incorporation of height restrictions into the 
design guidelines, minimizing reflective materials, screening and shielding exterior lighting and landscaping 
would reduce the remaining impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project found significant impacts due to the creation of new sources of 
light and glare, which would adversely affect day and/or nighttime views in the vicinity of the project. Mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts include installing street lighting and public area lighting that is focused 
downward; using shields on street lighting to prevent light spill to surrounding properties, sky glow, and glare; 
and minimizing the use of reflective surfaces in public areas and the use of non reflective materials where 
feasible. This mitigation reduces the impact to a less than significant level. 

4.1.2.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Yuba County General Plan EIR concluded that as a result of new development allowed by the general plan, 
existing cultural resources would be significantly more susceptible to vandalism, impacts from off-road vehicles, 
and other indirect effects. This increase in susceptibility would occur because of the greater numbers of people in 
the county and because of new developments located relatively close to certain cultural resources. The EIR 
provided a mitigation measure, which recommended adopting a cultural resource protection ordinance, providing 
for expanding public awareness and public education about the laws and importance of protecting cultural 
resources, and requiring CCRs for new development to require public information on protecting cultural 
resources. The EIR concluded this measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR concluded that development of the specific plan area could disrupt or destroy 
significant historical sites. Mitigation measures requiring archaeological surveys and evaluation of any resources 
discovered on the site were identified to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project identified potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures 
similar to those described above for the Plumas Lake Specific Plan. 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR included mitigation to address the potential of exposing prehistoric or historic 
artifacts or human remains and reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. The Bear River DEIR 
identified potentially significant impacts due the disturbance of previously undiscovered cultural resources, 
human remains or paleontological resources. Required mitigation measures, including cessation of construction 
activities and notification of the appropriate authorities, would reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 

4.1.2.9 AIR QUALITY 

The Yuba County General Plan EIR identified significant air quality impacts related to new development, 
primarily because the air basin is already in nonattainment for some constituents. No mitigation measures were 
identified that would ensure that this impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant level, so it remains 
potentially significant. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR also concluded that development in the plan area could add to a significant 
cumulative decline in air quality in the region. Mitigation measures to reduce unnecessary vehicle trips; improve 
transit facilities; encourage carpooling; prohibit residential open burning and reduce emissions from fireplaces 
and woodstoves were provided, but the impact was identified as remaining significant and unavoidable. The EIR 
also discussed temporary air quality impacts related to construction dust emissions and hazardous emissions from 
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construction equipment, which would be reduced to less-than-significant levels by implementing construction 
period dust control and emissions control measures. 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR included three mitigation measures requiring a trip reduction and ridesharing 
program for companies with 25 employees or more, identifying a park-and-ride location, and preserving a light-
rail location. The EIR concluded that implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potential air 
quality impacts of study area buildout to less-than-significant levels. 

The Bear River DEIR identified potentially significant impacts due to construction-generated emissions and 
operational emissions that could exceed significance thresholds and contribute to regional non-attainment. 
Mitigation measures to reduce construction-related impacts include obtaining approval from the Feather River Air 
Quality Management District (FRAQMD) for an Emissions Reduction Plan for construction equipment, a dust 
control plan, construction phase trip reduction plan, and use of compliant architectural coatings. These measures 
would reduce construction-related air quality impacts to less-significant-levels. Mitigation measures to reduce 
operational emissions include an Emissions Reduction Plan; however, the impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project identified significant impacts to air quality from construction 
related emissions and operational emissions. Mitigation measures required to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level include compliance with FRAQMD and state regulations on limiting construction equipment 
emissions; dust control measures; construction of energy-efficient buildings; limitation on the use of hearth 
appliances; and facilitating the use of electrical landscape equipment by installing outside electrical outlets on 
residential, commercial and public buildings. 

As described previously, implementation of levee repairs in FRLRP Segment 2 would remove flood protection as 
an obstacle to growth in the Segment 2 flood protected area. As shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2, the planned 
developments in the Segment 2 flood protected area are the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, the Bear River 
amendment to the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, the Country Club Estates project, and the western portion of the 
North Arboga Study Area. Emission calculations were conducted for a development scenario encompassing full 
buildout of all of these projects (with only the portion of the North Arboga Study Area in the flood protected area 
included in the analysis). 

Based on the environmental documents available for these projects, numbers of homes, extent of industrial and 
commercial uses, numbers of schools, and other land use characteristics necessary for an air quality analysis were 
estimated for each project. Land use assumptions were adjusted to account for existing development on each 
project site currently generating air emissions. For example, if 20 homes were currently on a site, and these were 
to be replaced by 100 new homes, the net gain in homes (and therefore emission sources) would be 80 homes. 
The net increase of 80 homes was entered into the emissions model. Project land use data was entered into the 
URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4 emissions model to calculate both construction and operational emissions 
(including mobile source emissions) for the overall development scenario. Details on the assumptions entered 
into, and the outputs from the URBEMIS computer model are included in Appendix I of this FEIS. 

Where specific input parameters were not available for the emissions modeling, default assumptions were used. 
In many instances, especially for assumptions regarding vehicle trip generation, the default assumptions result in 
an overestimation of actual emissions and model outputs therefore reflect a “worst-case scenario.” The modeling 
assumed construction would be initiated in 2009 and would proceed at a relatively even pace through full 
buildout, assumed to occur in 2030. 

The model does not account for reductions in construction equipment, vehicle, and area source emissions that 
would be assumed to occur in the future. For example, vehicles throughout the region are continuously being 
modernized as consumers replace older vehicles, and the newer vehicles have improved air emission levels. 
Furthermore, FRAQMD is required to make progress toward compliance with federal clean air standards. It can 
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be assumed that policies and regulatory programs (requirements for best available control technology) will 
minimize air quality impacts over time. California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) requires statewide reductions in 
greenhouse gas reductions, which will secondarily result in reductions in pollutant emissions from mobile, 
stationary, and area wide sources. California is also pursuing legal remedies to receive authorization from EPA to 
increase fuel efficiency standards in the state. If this legal action is successful, mobile source emissions would be 
further reduced in the future. However, even with these future emission reduction mechanisms, it cannot be stated 
with certainty that future air quality, with growth projected to occur throughout the region (see, “Population and 
Development Trends in the Yuba County Area,” above), will be better in the future than it is today. The fact that 
future emission reductions are not included in the development emissions model is another mechanism by which 
the modeling reflects a worst-case emission scenario. 

The modeling results indicate that under the worse emission conditions, where construction of development under 
this “Growth Inducing Scenario” is underway and buildout is almost complete (i.e., maximum combined 
construction and operational emissions), planned development in the flood protected area would generate 500 tons 
per year (tpy) of reactive organic gases (ROG), 385 tpy of oxides of nitrogen (NOX), 1,233 tpy of particulate 
matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and 234 tpy of PM2.5. In the unit of pounds per day (lbs/day), 
emissions would be 7,876 lbs/day of ROG, 2,271 lbs/day of NOX, 7,912 lbs/day of PM10, and 1,537 lbs/day of 
PM2.5. Again, it should be noted that these are worst-case emissions. Early in project development operational 
emissions would be less, and after construction is complete this activity would not contribute to air emissions. 
Also, as stated previously, for several reasons the model outputs overestimate emission levels that would likely 
occur. However, even under these circumstances, emissions from planned development in the Segment 2 flood 
protected area would make it more difficult for Yuba County to achieve attainment for the state ozone and PM10 
standards (Yuba County is currently in non-attainment for these standards) and could result in a substantial 
contribution toward nonattainment for federal PM10 and/or PM2.5 standards. Yuba County is currently in 
attainment for federal PM10 standards, but has been proposed for nonattainment for the 2006 national PM2.5 
standard. 

4.1.2.10 NOISE 

The Yuba County General Plan EIR recognized significant direct and cumulative noise impacts from the 
development of noise-sensitive land uses closer to existing railroads and commercial, industrial, and recreational 
noise sources, and from the development of new commercial, industrial, and recreational noise sources closer to 
existing noise-sensitive land uses. The EIR also discussed the potential impact of the development of noise-
sensitive uses close to the Yuba County Airport, exposing these uses to aircraft noise. The EIR also identifies 
traffic noise impacts at new noise-sensitive land uses from new and existing roadways, and at existing land uses 
from new roadways. The exposure of existing noise-sensitive land uses to increased traffic noise from more 
vehicles using existing roadways was also identified as a significant impact. The mitigation measures to reduce all 
of these impacts to less-than-significant levels provided for the development of noise level criteria for evaluating 
impacts to noise-sensitive land uses and requiring acoustical analyses and identification of mitigation measures. 
The EIR concluded that mitigation may not be possible in some instances, leaving the impact potentially 
significant. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR found two significant noise impacts: the effects of railroad, future traffic, and 
existing industrial noise on noise-sensitive land uses, and the effects of noise from construction activity on 
surrounding uses. Measures identified to mitigate the impacts to less-than-significant levels included use of site 
design, setbacks and barriers to avoid exposing sensitive land uses to excessive noise levels; and controlling 
construction noise by use of mufflers and limiting hours of construction. 

The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project identified significant impacts associated with short-term 
construction noise, increases in existing roadway traffic noise, and on-site traffic noise levels in excess of 
normally accepted noise criteria for land use compatibility. Measures required to mitigate for the impacts include 
shielding construction equipment and locating noise-generating stationary equipment away from noise sensitive 
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land uses. Where future traffic-generated noise levels are predicted to be significant, fair-share contributions to 
the funding of noise mitigation measures such as sound walls would be required. These measures would reduce 
project-related impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR identified five separate noise sources as potential problems, including a 
highway and railroad line. The EIR included mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant 
levels: a development setback and sound wall nearest highways, rail lines, or future arterials; limiting window air 
conditioning units, specifying added insulation, and requiring double-pane windows on the side of development 
nearest the highways or rail lines; specifying limitations to various land uses within airport noise zones; limiting 
industrial land use noises near residences; limiting industrial land use noises to meet county standards; and 
limiting public address systems, bells, or electronic signaling devices audible outside buildings. 

The Bear River project DEIR identified potentially significant and significant impacts associated with short-term 
construction noise, exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels from stationary sources, increases in 
roadway traffic noise and on-site traffic noise levels in excess of normally accepted noise criteria for land use 
compatibility. Measures required to mitigate for the impacts include restrictions on the time of day for 
construction, maintenance of equipment and location of noise-generating stationary equipment, and a sound wall 
constructed along Feather River Boulevard. These measures would reduce project-related impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 

4.1.2.11 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

One transportation-related impact identified in the Yuba County General Plan EIR is that growth and 
development under the general plan could affect the development and maintenance of an efficient and effective 
roadway system with acceptable levels of service (LOS). Some roads that would need to be widened to ensure 
acceptable LOS, because of the level of growth allowed by the general plan, might not be widened. A mitigation 
measure in the EIR proposes, (a) the widening of each such road for which widening is possible, and (b) measures 
to mitigate the decreased LOS for roads that cannot be widened because of physical constraints. If these measures 
are effective, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, but the impact remains potentially 
significant pending the effectiveness of the measures. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR discussed LOS impacts on multiple intersections under the “Existing Plus 
Project Scenario,” all of which would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Among the affected 
intersections that would be adversely affected are SR 70 southbound ramps/McGowan Parkway, SR 70 
northbound ramps/McGowan Parkway, SR 70 southbound ramps/Feather River Boulevard, SR 70 northbound 
ramps/Feather River Boulevard, SR 70 southbound ramps/Plumas-Arboga Road, and SR 70 northbound 
ramps/Plumas-Arboga Road near the FRLRP project area. Also under the “Existing Plus Project Scenario,” the 
EIR discussed additional impacts on SR 70 and SR 65 mainlines and interchanges, including the need for major 
interchange modifications because of projected travel demand at the Algodon Road/Plumas-Arboga Road and 
Feather River Boulevard interchanges with SR 70, which would remain potentially significant despite mitigation. 

Under the “Cumulative Plus Project Scenario,” the Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR discussed LOS impacts on 
multiple intersections but indicated that all could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. These intersections 
include SR 70 southbound ramps/McGowan Parkway, SR 70 northbound ramps/McGowan Parkway, SR 65 
northbound/McGowan Parkway, Feather River Boulevard/Ella Avenue, SR 70 southbound ramps/Feather River 
Boulevard, SR 70 northbound ramps/Feather River Boulevard, and SR 70 southbound ramps/Plumas-Arboga 
Road in the FRLRP project area. Also discussed was the impact of future cumulative traffic growth resulting from 
project implementation on LOS on several roadway segments, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level with mitigation. 

As under the “Existing Plus Project Scenario,” the Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR discusses additional impacts on 
SR 70 and SR 65 mainlines and interchanges under the “Cumulative Plus Project Scenario.” These impacts 
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included increased traffic creating a need for major intersection modification to the Algodon Road/Plumas-
Arboga Road and Feather River Boulevard interchanges with SR 70; increased traffic resulting in the need for 
greater capacity on SR 70; increased public transit demand as a result of increased population; and insufficient 
funding for improvements because of the lack of an impact fee structure. Intersection and roadway improvements 
were identified to reduce all of these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

The DEIR analysis for the Country Club Estates project resulted in the conclusion that implementation of the 
project would worsen operations on Yuba County roadways and at intersections and highways under the control 
of Caltrans, to unacceptable levels. The project would also create an unmet demand for public transit, would 
potentially create a substantial increase in conflicts between vehicles and agricultural equipment on Feather River 
Boulevard, and would increase the potential for vehicle/train accidents at the McGowan Parkway/UPRR at-grade 
crossing. The mitigation measures identified include intersection improvements for Feather River Boulevard at 
Anderson Avenue and Broadway and the project applicant being required to pay their fair share costs for ramp 
and intersection improvements at SR 70 and for future improvements on SR 65 south of Beale Road to 
Wheatland. Consultation with Yuba County Planning and Yuba-Sutter Transit is required to develop on-site 
transit facilities and for paying a fair share of funding required for additional transit service to the area. The 
project applicant is to work with Yuba County staff to install signs on Feather River Boulevard advising motorists 
of the presence of slow-moving farm equipment and to determine its fair share of the cost of widening shoulders 
on Feather River Boulevard. The project applicant is to pay development fees to the Yuba County Capital 
Facilities Fee Program, which includes a project to upgrade the McGowan Parkway/UPRR at-grade crossing. 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR introduced mitigation measures to reconstruct, realign, and widen several 
roadways; implement intersection improvements; and providing a financial strategy and reduced trip generation 
strategy for cumulative impacts as well as area-wide funding for all traffic mitigation measures to reduce all 
traffic impacts of plan buildout to less-than-significant levels. 

The Bear River project would require construction of new roadways and intersections along Feather River 
Boulevard to serve the project. The DEIR identified potentially significant impacts associated with traffic 
generation, which would cause LOS at existing and planned intersections to be degraded to unacceptable levels, 
and acceptable levels of average daily traffic (ADT) would be exceeded on some roadway segments. 
Additionally, the project’s traffic when combined with traffic generated by other projects planned in the area 
would result in LOS degradation at additional intersections in the area. The project specific mitigation measures 
require roadway and intersection improvements, including construction of an interchange at Algodon Road and 
SR 70; and installation of signals and/or improvements at three other intersections (Feather River Boulevard/ 
A Way East, Feather River Boulevard/River Oaks Boulevard, Feather River Boulevard/SR 70) adversely affected 
by the project traffic. Roadway widening would be required for a portion of Feather River Boulevard. Additional 
intersection improvements required include a fair share contribution to the Plumas Lake Boulevard/SR 70 
northbound ramp and other roadway and intersection improvements along Feather River Boulevard in the project 
area. These measures would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

4.1.2.12 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND PARKS AND RECREATION 

The Yuba County General Plan EIR found no significant impacts related to public services and utilities or parks 
and recreation resulting from project implementation. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR discussed how development of the plan area would increase demands for 
wastewater facilities and service, stormwater facilities, and solid waste collection. The EIR also identified the 
impact of additional fire service demands resulting from development of the specific plan area, the potential 
impact of structural and suburban land use related fires resulting from this development, and additional demands 
for law enforcement services and the anticipated increase in suburban-type crimes. Mitigation measures identified 
to reduce all of these impacts to less-than-significant levels include: identification of financing for expansion of 
existing OPUD collection systems, construction of wastewater treatment plant and trunk line system; compliance 
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with discharge requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; construction and dedication of 
21 wells to provide domestic water; design and construct a stormwater drainage system for the project site; and 
provision for a 24-hour manned fire station and a sheriff’s substation in the southern portion of the plan area. 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR also discussed how development of the plan area would remove current 
recreation opportunities and create demand for additional ones, and would create significant demands for 
educational facilities and services. Mitigation measures identified to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant 
levels include: dedication of land, construction of facilities or payment of in lieu fees for recreational facilities; 
planning by the affected school districts for school facilities within the plan area. 

The Country Club Estates project includes development of 20 acres of parkland within the project site. Impacts 
related to development of these parks are addressed in the DEIR for the Country Club Estates project. Additional 
in-lieu fees are to be paid to OPUD for development of community parks. The location of future community parks 
within the OPUD has not yet been determined; therefore, the potential impacts of development of community 
parks cannot be analyzed at this time. Because the Country Club Estates project is located within the Plumas Lake 
Specific Plan area, infrastructure such as the water treatment plant, required for the Plumas Lakes Specific Plan 
would also serve the Country Club Estates project. 

The North Arboga Study Area EIR determined that a new fire station and possible expansion of the existing 
station would be needed to meet increased demand but that existing standards are expected to cover this need. 
It also stated that schools would be operating at or near capacity and introduced four mitigation measures to 
address overcrowding. 

The Bear River project DEIR identified potentially significant impacts associated with public utilities and services 
due to increased response time for emergency service providers and loss of open space areas. No feasible 
mitigation measures are available to reduce these impacts; therefore the impacts are significant and unavoidable. 
The Bear River Project will be served by OPUD for wastewater treatment. The project would connect to existing 
OPUD facilities by extending the sanitary sewer facilities that already exist in the southern portion of the Plumas 
Lake Specific Plan area. 

4.1.2.13 RISK OF UPSET/PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

The EIRs for the Yuba County General Plan and North Arboga Study Area found no significant impacts related to 
risk of upset or public health and safety. The Plumas Lake Specific Plan EIR discussed how development could 
be hindered or slowed by the discovery of and investigation of hazardous materials on-site. Mitigation described 
that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level includes conducting Phase I and Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessments for developments located in the vicinity of sites with known hazardous materials 
contamination. 

The Country Club Estates project DEIR noted that construction would involve the use, storage and transportation 
of hazardous materials, potentially creating a safety hazard for people living and working within and adjacent to 
the project site. This significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with construction 
contractors complying with federal, state and local regulations pertaining to handling of hazardous waste. Phase I 
ESAs were prepared for portions of the project site. The DEIR notes that the project site could be included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites or could pose a risk from other hazardous materials releases. Following 
recommendations contained in the Phase I ESAs for removal of debris, structures, storage containers, and stained 
soils will reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Additionally removal and abandonment of septic systems 
and water wells must be accomplished according to Yuba County Health Department permit requirements. 
Discovery of previously unknown evidence of hazardous materials would require cessation of construction 
activities and assessment by a qualified environmental professional. The DEIR also identified a significant impact 
as a result of the placement of housing within a designated flood hazard area, which would expose people to the 
risk of flooding due to levee failure. The mitigation measure requires Yuba County to prohibit occupancy of the 
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site until such time that the Corps certifies the new Feather River levee and associated flood damage reduction 
measures and FEMA designates the project site as protected from the 100-year flood event. 

The Bear River project DEIR identified potentially significant impacts from the placement of residential areas in 
an area historically subject to flooding, or that could be subject to future localized flooding, and in an area that has 
been flooded due to levee failure. Additionally potentially significant impacts were identified as a result of 
placing residential uses in an area where residues from agricultural chemicals might be present. Mitigation 
measures required to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels include construction of storm drain 
facilities to comply with Yuba County Improvement Standards, the requirement that the on-going program of 
levee improvements continue and be completed by TRLIA prior to occupancy of any buildings, and preparation 
of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and removal of any identified contaminants from the site prior to 
construction. 

4.1.2.14 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Bear River DEIR addressed potential impacts to paleontological resources (see “Cultural Resources” above) 
and provided mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. The EIRs for the 
Yuba County General Plan, Plumas Lake Specific Plan, and North Arboga Study Area do not address 
paleontological resources. The DEIR for the Country Club Estates project notes that the project would have the 
potential to disturb previously undiscovered paleontological resources. The mitigation measures required to 
reduce the potentially significant impact include cessation of construction activities if potential resources are 
found, notification of the Yuba County Community Development Department, and consultation with a qualified 
paleontologist to evaluate the significance of the find, whether avoidance (if necessary) is feasible, or whether 
data recovery is necessary. 

4.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The analysis of cumulative environmental impacts associated with the FRLRP addresses the potential incremental 
impacts of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and other alternatives in 
combination with similar effects of other past, present, and probable future projects. The geographic area 
considered in the analysis varies depending on the particular resource under consideration and the extent to which 
it could be influenced by the project. The rationale for the selection of each geographic area under consideration 
in the cumulative impact analysis is described first in this section. This discussion is followed by information on 
general development trends in the project area. The final subsection describes relevant individual past, present, 
and future projects. 

4.2.1 GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE 

The geographic area that could be affected by a project alternative varies depending on the type of environmental 
resource being considered. When the effects of a project alternative are considered in combination with those of 
other past, present, and future projects to identify cumulative impacts, the other projects that are considered may 
also vary depending on the type of environmental effects being assessed. The following are the general 
geographic areas associated with the different resources addressed in the analysis: 

► Land use—Yuba County since the County is the local agency with land use authority over a majority of the 
RD 784 area and also because the California Department of Conservation (CDC), the state agency with 
primary responsibility for the conservation of agricultural land, records, tracks, reports, and responds to 
conversions of Important Farmland on a county by county basis. 

► Geology, soils, and mineral resources—local (project site) because individual project impacts related to 
geology and soils typically interact on a cumulative basis in only a very localized area. 
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► Water resources and river geomorphology—mostly local (project site; Feather, Yuba, and Bear Rivers), some 
regional (Sacramento River system). The hydraulic and hydrologic analysis prepared for the FRLRP (MBK 
Engineers 2006b) supports these geographic parameters for considering cumulative effects related to water 
resources and geomorphology. A complete copy of the hydraulic and hydrologic analysis is contained in 
Appendix E of this EIS. The hydraulic model study area includes the Feather River from Oroville Reservoir 
to the confluence with the Sacramento River; the Sacramento River from the Feather River to the City of 
Sacramento; the Yuba River from the confluence with the Feather River to Bullards Bar Reservoir; portions 
of the Bear River, the Natomas Cross Canal, and the Sutter Bypass; as well as various tributaries and smaller 
waterways associated with those listed here (see Figure 1 of the hydraulic and hydrologic analysis). 
Therefore, the results of the hydraulic model provide data over a broad area and consider a variety of projects 
affecting the flood control system within that area. As discussed previously in Section 3.3, “Surface and 
Groundwater Hydrology and Geomorphology,” the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative and the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would result in no measurable increase in flood 
stage elevation downstream of the Bear River, and would have only beneficial effects (e.g., reductions in 
flood stage elevations) upstream. As shown in the hydraulic and hydrologic analysis, these beneficial effects 
would be greatest just upstream of the proposed setback levee, and would continue, although gradually 
decrease, for several miles upstream. The localized area of project effects supports the use of a more localized 
geographic area when considering the contribution of the Applicant Preferred Alternative and Intermediate 
Setback Levee Alternative to potential cumulative effects. 

► Fisheries—mostly local (project site; Feather, Yuba, and Bear Rivers) because the FRLRP and other projects 
may interact to affect fishery resources on only a very localized basis (e.g., changes in fish habitat occur over 
a relatively small area). 

► Terrestrial biological resources—mostly local (project site and surrounding areas) because the FRLRP and 
other projects may interact to affect terrestrial biological resources on only a localized basis (e.g., direct 
modifications to habitat occur at each project site but extend little beyond the project boundaries). 

► Cultural resources—local area because cultural resources sites are stationary and effects are typically limited 
to the borders of a project site. 

► Air quality—regional (area under the jurisdiction of the FRAQMD, consisting of Yuba and Sutter Counties). 

► Noise—immediate project vicinity where project effects are noticeable and noise from multiple projects might 
interact on a cumulative basis. 

► Transportation and circulation—roadways in the project region where traffic generated by multiple projects 
might interact on a cumulative basis. 

► Public services, utilities, and service systems—local facilities where multiple projects might interact on a 
cumulative basis to generate increased demand for services. 

► Paleontological resources—local area because paleontological resource sites are stationary and effects are 
typically limited to the borders of a project site. 

► Socioeconomics and environmental justice—project vicinity where impacts from multiple projects might 
interact on a cumulative basis to affect the local economy or low income or minority populations. 

4.2.2 POPULATION AND DEVELOPMENT TRENDS IN THE YUBA COUNTY AREA 

Because historical land use patterns underlie general present-day trends in regional and local flood protection 
efforts and environmental changes, information on historical development is summarized here to provide context 
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for the discussion of cumulative impacts. This description is followed by a description of current trends in 
population and agricultural land conversion. 

The population of Yuba County grew moderately in recent decades, increasing by 3.4% between 1990 and 2000. 
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) projects a more rapid population increase for the county 
in the coming years as approved master planned developments begin construction and transportation 
improvements stimulate further development in Yuba County (Yuba County Community Development 
Department 2004). This is evident from population growth since 2000 compared to population growth in the 
1990s. According to U.S. Census records, the population in Yuba County grew from 58,228 in 1990 to 60,219 in 
2000, an increase of 3.4% (California Department of Finance 2000). The current population as of January 1, 2007, 
is estimated to be 70,745 (California Department of Finance 2007a), an increase of 17.5% since 2000. 

The county’s population is projected to reach approximately 80,400 by 2010 and 109,200 by 2020 (California 
Department of Finance 2007b). Yuba County and the cities within the county are facing numerous regional 
growth issues pertaining to air quality degradation, traffic generation, biological habitat loss, loss of farmland, and 
other environmental changes related to urban development. How growth in the RD 784 area affects these 
environmental issue areas is summarized in Section 4.1.2, “Removing Obstacles to Growth—Flood Protection.” 

Table 4-2, “Land Use Conversions Involving Important Farmland,” shows the most recent data compiled by the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) on land use conversions involving Important Farmland 
(Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance) in 
Yuba County. Data are available through 2006. 

Table 4-2 
Land Use Conversions in Yuba County Involving Important Farmland 

Year Yuba County (Acres) 
 Total Acreage of Important Farmland Inventoried 

1992 93,662 
1994 94,307–94,419* 
1996 95,336–95,347* 
1998 93,745–93,756* 
2000 90,176 
2002 89,217 
2004 86,880 
2006 85,384 

 Total Losses and Gains of Important Farmland 
1992–1994 -69 + 714 = 645 net gain 
1994–1996 -889 + 1,806 = 917 net gain 
1996–1998 -2,428 + 837 = 1,591 net loss 
1998–2000 -4,596 + 1,027 = 3,569 net loss 
2000–2002 -2,530 + 1,574 = 956 net loss 
2002–2004 -3,003 + 705 = 2,298 net loss 
2004–2006 -2090 + 595 = 1,495 net loss 

* Total number of acres inventoried for these years differs between Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program reports because of 
changes in mapping methods. 

Source: Data compiled by EDAW in 2008 based on online reports prepared by the California Department of Conservation through 2007 
(California Department of Conservation 2007). 
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4.2.3 PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE PROJECTS 

This section describes implemented, developed, or planned projects that may result in environmental effects 
similar to those of the identified alternatives, such that these effects, when combined, constitute cumulative 
impacts. 

4.2.3.1 HISTORICAL FLOOD CONTROL EFFORTS 

Early levee construction was conducted primarily by landowners to address local flooding issues and did not 
consider the hydraulic impacts on other areas or the natural processes of the rivers. The early levees cut off areas 
of the floodplain and its water storage capacity, causing flood flows to greatly exceed the capacity of channels in 
many areas. Sediment deposition in river channels from upstream hydraulic gold mining exacerbated the flooding 
problems by reducing hydraulic conveyance capacities. In the early 1900s, the federal and state governments 
began constructing systemwide flood management facilities that included levees, weirs, and bypass channels 
designed to protect lives and property, aid navigation, and flush sediment remaining from hydraulic mining. 
These conveyance facilities improved flood protection and navigation and allowed continued agricultural and 
urban development but constrained the rivers to specific alignments, significantly reducing channel meandering, 
and further isolating rivers from their historical floodplains (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and State of 
California Reclamation Board 2002). As agricultural and urban development increased within the floodplain, 
more communities and properties were at risk of flooding, and system improvements were made periodically to 
meet local needs. Major modifications, reconstructions, and upgrades have been implemented by the Corps over 
the years in response to deficiencies identified during flood events. 

Large-scale dam construction began in the 1930s and continued into the 1970s. Major dams include Oroville Dam 
on the Feather River and New Bullards Bar Dam and Englebright Dam on the Yuba River. These and other dams 
and reservoirs provide flood control benefits by reducing seasonal high flows so that downstream flood 
conveyance systems can operate more safely and effectively. They also provide numerous other benefits, such as 
recreational opportunities and water supply for municipal uses, crop irrigation, and energy generation. 

4.2.3.2 CURRENT AND PLANNED FLOOD CONTROL EFFORTS 

Locally Planned Projects 

TRLIA’s Four-Phase Program of Flood Control Improvements for the RD 784 Area 

As described in Chapter 1.0, the FRLRP is part of a four-phase program of flood control improvements being 
conducted by TRLIA. Following are the elements of this program, with the exception of the project evaluated in 
this EIS—FRLRP Segment 2, which is part of Phase 4. 

Phase 1 Improvements (completed 2004) 

Yuba River Levee: Construction of a 50 foot-deep slurry cutoff wall through the top of the levee from SR 70 to a 
site that breached in 1986, for a total length of 2,200 feet. 

Phase 2 Improvements (completed 2005) 

Yuba River Levee: Construction of 90- and 300-foot-wide landside seepage berms to protect against 
underseepage. 

Olivehurst Detention Basin: Improvements to major drain channels in the Olivehurst basin to accommodate 
100-year flows; construction of a detention basin to store floodwaters. 
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Western Pacific Interceptor Canal (WPIC) Levee: Construction of a 500-foot-long, 38-foot-deep slurry cutoff 
wall and a 1,100-foot, 44-foot-deep slurry cutoff wall to minimize underseepage at Plumas Lake. Also, filling of 
an existing landside toe ditch to provide protection against underseepage. 

Upper Bear River Levee: Reconstruction of 300 feet of levee and rock slope protection at the confluence with 
the WPIC to provide erosion protection. 

Phase 2 Improvements (completed 2006) 

Olivehurst Detention Basin: Construction of a ring levee between SR 70 and the Clark Lateral levee. 

WPIC Levee: Construction of a levee crown raise to provide adequate freeboard. 

Upper Bear River Levee: Construction of a levee crown raise to provide adequate freeboard and a waterside 
impervious zone to prevent through-seepage. 

RD 784 Pump Station No. 6: Removal of the pump station and installation of a new pump station to protect 
against underseepage at the Algodon Canal. 

Phase 3 Improvements (completed 2006) 

Lower Bear River Levee: Construction of a 2-mile-long setback levee to replace 3 miles of existing levee at the 
confluence of the Bear and Feather Rivers and associated infrastructure (e.g., detention basins, relief wells) and 
habitat restoration plantings. This project precludes the need to improve the Feather River left bank levee below 
Pump Station No. 2. 

Phase 4 Improvements: Upper Yuba River Levee (completed 2006) 

Construction of a cutoff wall between the Union Pacific Railroad track and Simpson Lane to protect against 
underseepage has been completed. Engineering design is progressing on related work to fill a ditch along the 
water side of the Yuba River levee east of Simpson Lane near the Goldfields. 

Phase 4 Improvements FRLRP Segments 1 and 3 (underway) 

Repair and strengthening of the existing levees in place to correct these deficient levee segments. This work has 
been separately planned, permitted, and designed, and is being completed on a different schedule from the work 
that is proposed for Segment 2. With the project approval and permitting processes completed, construction on 
Segments 1 and 3 began in fall 2007 and will be completed in fall 2008. The levee repairs consist primarily of 
installation of slurry cutoff walls, stability berms, waterside blankets, and relief wells at various locations along 
Segments 1 and 3. 

Feather River Setback Levee at Star Bend Project 

This project, to be implemented by Levee District Number 1, is located in Sutter County on the right (west) bank 
of the Feather River, less than 1 mile northeast of the intersection of State Route 99 (SR 99) and the Garden 
Highway. The setback levee would have a total approximate length of approximately 3,330 feet and would 
replace approximately 5,000 feet of the existing right bank Feather River levee. 
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Federal and State Projects 

Emergency Levee Repairs 

The PL 84-99 Rehabilitation Assistance Program is a federal levee rehabilitation program for the repair of levees 
damaged during declared emergencies for high-water events. “PL 84-99” refers to Public Law 84-99, the federal 
government’s Flood and Coastal Storm Emergencies Act, which authorizes the Corps and DWR to conduct 
emergency repairs to flood management works threatened or destroyed by high-water events, such as California’s 
1997 and 2006 floods. Work under this program has been completed recently on several sites, including three 
along the Feather River (RD 10 Levee Mile 1.17, RD 784 Levee Mile 12.7, and RD 784 Levee Mile 19.4). Site 
2005-1230-014-001, at RD 10 Levee Mile 1.17, is located to the northeast of the FRLRP area, near State Route 
(SR) 70. Project site 2005-1230-025-002, at RD 784 Levee Mile 19.4, near Pump Station No. 3, is just north of 
Star Bend. Site 2005-1230-025-003, at RD 784 Levee Mile 12.7, near Pump Station No. 2, is at the beginning of 
Segment 1 of the FRLRP. 

Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation Phase II Project 

The Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation Phase II Project (abbreviated as “System Evaluation” or 
“Phase II”) was initiated by the Corps and DWR to restore the design level of flood protection provided by the 
levees, and reestablish the 1957 design top-of-levee profile. The project included reestablishing the Feather River 
levee crest to its original grades, installing a landside stability berm and drain north of Broadway, installing slurry 
cutoff walls downstream and upstream of Star Bend, and constructing a landside stability berm and drain south of 
Star Bend. (See Section 1.7.1, “Corps Flood Protection Projects,” for more information.) The System Evaluation 
project also included Corps installation of slurry walls in two sections of the Marysville ring levee, north of the 
RD 784 area, in 1996 and 1999. 

Marysville–Yuba City Mitigation Area 

Adjacent to the Above Star Bend portion of the System Evaluation Project is the 76-acre Marysville–Yuba City 
Mitigation Area, a site was established by the Corps to mitigate the loss of habitat associated with the System 
Evaluation levee work in the Marysville and Yuba City areas. This project consolidates mitigation requirements 
resulting from work on levees into one large area for a better functioning system. 

Yuba River Basin Investigation 

In 1998, the Corps completed a feasibility study to increase the level of flood protection to Yuba County. 
This project, referred to as the Yuba River Basin Investigation or, in short, the Yuba Basin Project, was 
authorized by Congress in 1999. The objective of the project was to reduce the risk of flooding in RD 784’s 
service area in a given year to less than the 1-in-200 year storm event and in Marysville to less than the 1-in-300 
year storm event. The work consists of extensions and/or additions to the System Evaluation reconstruction work 
described above. Some of the Yuba Basin Project work has already been completed in conjunction with the 
System Evaluation work, including work between Feather River Project Levee Mile (PLM) 20.1 and PLM 23.0 
(overlapping with the FRLRP Segment 2 area), between PLM 16.6 and PLM 17.1 (overlapping with the FRLRP 
Segment 1 area), and between PLM 15.9 and PLM 16.6 (overlapping with the FRLRP Segment 1 area). Future 
project components would include deepening slurry cutoff walls, removing some berms, installing some new 
slurry cutoff walls, increasing the widths of some berms, adding impervious fill and drain blankets to the levees, 
relocating slurry cutoff walls from the levee toe to crown, and reshaping some levees. Portions of these activities 
would overlap with the FRLRP project area. 

In 2003, new Corps underseepage guidelines led to re-evaluation of the project, which substantially increased the 
estimated cost. Because of this cost increase, the project must be reauthorized by Congress. A Yuba Basin 
General Re-Evaluation Report (GRR) is being prepared for submission to Congress for a new authorization and is 
expected to be available to Congress for its consideration in 2009. At the request of DWR and YCWA, the non-
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federal co-sponsors of the project, further studies for the GRR will address the levee stability issues and expand 
the project scope to include the southern portion of RD 784 and ecosystem restoration. 

Marysville Ring Levee 

North of RD 784, the city of Marysville is encircled by a levee system that protects it from potential flood waters 
that include Jack Slough to the north, the Yuba River to the south, and the Feather River to the west. Originally 
constructed in the 1800s, this 7.5-mile-long ring levee has been raised many times to compensate for rising water 
surface elevations in surrounding waterways as hydraulic mining work upstream of the city caused an 
accumulation of debris in channel bottoms in downstream water channels. In 1996, the Corps installed a slurry 
wall along a 0.3 mile section of the Marysville ring levee adjacent to Jack Slough as part of Phase II of the 
Sacramento River Systems Evaluation Project. Another slurry wall was installed in 1999 along a 0.8 mile section 
just downstream of the first one near the confluence with the Feather River. Authorization for the 1999 project 
was provided under the Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies Act for emergency management activities 
(PL 84-99). 

The Yuba Basin Project also addresses modifications to approximately 5 miles of the Marysville ring levee. 
The Marysville ring levee project is intended to address underseepage and slope stability concerns, and will 
include slurry walls, stability berms, and levee reshaping. Design and construction for the Marysville ring levee 
project is proceeding separately from the remainder of the Yuba Basin Project. This approach is possible because 
the design has not changed substantially from the authorized project, basic technical issues regarding the stability 
of the ring levee have been resolved, and it is hydraulically separate from the rest of the Yuba River Basin project. 

Lake Oroville Surcharge Operations and Thermalito Afterbay Emergency Reoperation 

The Lake Oroville surcharge operations (also called Oroville Dam modification) and Thermalito Afterbay 
emergency reoperation would involve improved flood storage capabilities at State Water Project facilities on the 
Feather River. Surcharging could be done by managing releases through the spillway gates, although more 
frequent spills over the emergency spillway would cause erosion of the natural hillside. The proposed emergency 
reoperation of Thermalito Afterbay would use the operating pool at Thermalito Afterbay for flood control. Both 
of these measures would need to be implemented by DWR, which owns and operates the Oroville-Thermalito 
Complex. 

Yuba-Feather River Forecast-Coordinated Operations Program 

The Yuba-Feather River Forecast-Coordinated Operations (F-CO) Program is a cooperative planning and model 
development process directed toward strengthening flood control operations for the Yuba and Feather Rivers. 
The program objective is to maintain flow targets at key downstream points on the Feather River during high-
water events. This objective will be achieved through the following program components: 

► integrating flood control operations of Lake Oroville, operated by DWR, with New Bullards Bar Reservoir, 
operated by the Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA); 

► improving flood forecasting by installing new gauging stations and refining forecasting methods; 

► developing a Decision Support System with enhanced communication protocols that will improve coordinated 
operations during major floods; and 

► updating emergency management protocols for both YCWA and the State Water Project. 

The program is being implemented cooperatively by YCWA, the National Weather Service, the Corps, and DWR. 
Improved flood forecasting and coordination of the flood control operations of the Oroville and New Bullards Bar 
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facilities are expected to provide significant regional flood control benefits downstream, particularly along the 
Yuba and Feather Rivers. 

4.2.3.3 DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

Several recent past, present, and probable future development projects could have environmental effects with 
which the effects of the FRLRP Segment 2 project could combine. Summarized below are descriptions of the 
major development plans and projects in the RD 784 area, which are shown in Figure 4-1. Four of these projects, 
the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, Bear River Amendment, Country Club Estates project, and the North Arboga 
Study Area are also discussed in Section 4.1.2, “Removing Obstacles to Growth—Flood Protection.” As 
discussed above in Section 4.1.2, because these planned or partially implemented projects are in the area that 
would be inundated if the FRLRP Segment 2 levee were to breach, implementation of the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative or other action alternatives would remove flood protection as an 
obstacle to continued implementation of these projects. Because, implementation of the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative or other action alternatives removes an obstacle to growth relative to these four projects, they are 
specifically discussed in the evaluation of growth inducing-effects provided above. 

Plumas Lake Specific Plan 

The Plumas Lake Specific Plan would develop or redevelop approximately 5,300 acres in the vicinity of historic 
Plumas Lake. The specific plan area is located west of SR 70 between Olivehurst and the Bear River, just east of 
the proposed FRLRP levee setback areas. The plan includes low-, medium-, and high-density residential 
development; shopping centers; business parks; and medical centers. To date primarily residential land uses have 
been developed in the plan area, with approximately 3,200 of the approximately 12,000 planned homes being 
built. There are also three elementary schools, a fire station, and a small amount of retail development in the 
Plumas Lakes area. 

Country Club Estates 

Most of the proposed Country Club Estates project is contained within the southwest portion of the Plumas Lake 
Specific Plan Area. Country Club Estates is a 577-acre planned mixed-use community with 359 acres located 
within the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area, and 218 acres located outside of and contiguous to the Plumas Lake 
Specific Plan. Planned land uses consist of approximately 1,135 residential units, a neighborhood commercial 
area, a middle school, recreation areas, and dedicated open space lands with park trails.  

Bear River Amendment 

This project is a proposed amendment to the Plumas Lake Specific Plan. It proposes to add 549 acres of land to 
the southern portion of the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area and includes 2,123 dwelling units, 31 acres of 
commercial and business professional land and 72 acres of parks and open space. 

East Linda Specific Plan 

The East Linda Specific Plan would develop 1,760 acres, of which 1,330 acres would be residential development 
and 114 acres would be commercial and business/professional development. The southwestern boundary of the 
plan area is about 3 miles northeast of the proposed FRLRP levee setback areas. The specific plan area is bounded 
by the Linda (South Yuba) levee on the north, Erle Road on the south, Yuba College and urban areas of Linda on 
the west, and Griffith Avenue on the east. Planned land uses include schools, parks, and recreation/floodway 
easements. 
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Woodbury Specific Plan 

The Woodbury Specific Plan is a proposed specific plan area located south of the East Linda Specific Plan area 
and east of the SR 65/70 intersection. The 1,633-acre project proposes to construct 6,250 dwelling units ranging 
from low to high density, and 180 acres of commercial and business professional land, including a town center 
with mixed uses at its core and a power center adjacent to the highway and future parkway. An EIR has not been 
completed for this proposed project. 

North Arboga Study Area 

The North Arboga Study Area consists of approximately 1,300 acres and would provide for approximately 2,500 
dwelling units, 205 acres of industrial use, and 10-20 acres of commercial use. 

Olivehurst Avenue Specific Plan 

The Olivehurst Avenue Specific Plan focuses on approximately 55 acres of underdeveloped exclusively 
commercial-zoned land that is the business center of the community. One of the stated goals of the specific plan is 
to rezone and redevelop this commercially-zoned land into unique zones of residential (6.5 acres), commercial (20 
acres), public (6.2 acres), and mixed uses (22.5 acres). 

4.2.3.4 ECOSYSTEM AND HABITAT RESTORATION EFFORTS 

Under the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and the Intermediate Setback Levee 
Alternative, land uses in the proposed levee setback area would consist of agricultural operations and habitat 
restoration activities that are compatible with flood control objectives. It is possible that several hundred acres of 
habitat in the levee setback area could be restored at some time in the future. This section describes projects 
related to habitat and floodplain management and restoration in the project area, the effects of which could 
combine with possible FRLRP restoration activities to result in cumulative effects. 

Lower Yuba River Fisheries Technical Working Group 

The Lower Yuba River Technical Working Group is a stakeholder group that concentrates on efforts to improve 
the fishery and environment in the lower Yuba River below Englebright Dam. Members include YCWA, Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company, USFWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, DFG, DWR, the CALFED Bay-Delta 
Program, the South Yuba River Citizens League, Friends of the River, the California Sportfishing Protection 
Alliance, Cordua Irrigation District, RD 784, and other stakeholders. The goal of the group is to improve lower 
Yuba River fish resources by restoring ecosystem processes and minimizing stressors to fish populations. 
Emphasis is on anadromous fish populations. The working group is examining options for improving salmon and 
steelhead passage around Daguerre Point Dam and is developing an Implementation Plan for Lower Yuba River 
Anadromous Fish Habitat Restoration (South Yuba River Citizens League 2008, Yuba County Water Agency 
2002). YCWA has implemented several fisheries studies and enhancement projects on its own, as well as through 
the Lower Yuba River Technical Work Group. 

Bear River Levee Setback 

The setback of the lower Bear River levee, Phase 3 of the TRLIA four-phase program described above, includes 
approximately 520 acres of floodplain habitat restoration, 275 acres of which is in the new levee setback area, 
with the remainder within the pre-project floodway. The restoration design included high acreages of 
cottonwood/willow association, valley oak riparian forest, riparian scrub, and grassland/savanna, and shaded 
riverine aquatic habitat and also areas of seasonal emergent wetland and open water channel. The easternmost 
portion of the levee setback area and present floodway are being maintained as grassland to meet flood-control 
objectives and to provide mitigation habitat for Swainson’s hawk. A floodplain swale provides seasonal shallow-
water habitat. 
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4.2.3.5 PROJECTS REQUIRING CORPS 33 USC 408 AUTHORIZATION 

As described previously in Chapter 1.0, “Purpose of and Need for Action”, to implement the proposed FRLRP 
Segment 2 levee improvements, TRLIA is requesting permission from the Corps pursuant to Section 14 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (Title 33 of the United States Code, Section 408 [33 USC 408]), hereinafter 
referred to as “Section 408,” for alteration of a federal project levee. There are other projects in the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin River systems where the Corps has completed Section 408 authorizations, is currently processing 
requests for Section 408 authorizations, or expects to receive requests for Section 408 authorizations in the near 
future. These projects are listed below in Table 4-3. 

Table 4-3 
Other Section 408 Projects 

Previously Completed Section 408 Authorizations 
Flood Control Project or 

System Project Title Lead Agency/Agencies Status of 408 Request 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project (SRFCP) 

Feather River Segment 1 
and 3 Improvements 

Three Rivers Levee 
Improvement Authority 
(TRLIA) 

408 request already approved 

SRFCP Natomas Cross Canal and 
Sacramento River 
modifications 

Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency 
(SAFCA) 

408 request already approved 

Ongoing Section 408 Reviews 
Flood Control Project or 

System Project Title Lead Agency/Agencies Status of 408 Request 

SRFCP Feather River Segment 2 
Improvements (project 
evaluated in this EIS) 

TRLIA 408 request under review 

SRFCP Natomas Levee 
Improvement Project 

SAFCA 408 request under review 

Anticipated Future Section 408 Requests 
Flood Control Project or 

System Project Title Lead Agency/Agencies Estimated Date for Submitting 408 Request 

SRFCP Setback Levee at Star 
Bend 

Levee District No. 1 Summer 2008 

SRFCP 2008-2009 Improvements West Sacramento Flood 
Control Agency 
(WSAFCA) 

Mid-2008 

SRFCP 2009-2011 Improvements WSAFCA February 2009 
San Joaquin River Flood 
Control System 
(SJRFCS) 

Atlas Tract Levee 
Realignment 

Reclamation District 
(RD) 2126 

Mid-2008 

SJRFCS Implementation Repairs 
(San Joaquin) 

RD 17 Mid-2008 

SJRFCS Urban Protection Project RD 17 2011 
SJRFCS Implementation Project 

(Calaveras) 
San Joaquin Area Flood 
Control Agency 
(SJAFCA) 

Mid-2008 

SJRFCS Urban Protection Project SJAFCA 2011 
SJRFCS River Islands Levee 

Alteration 
City of Lathrop Mid-2008 

SJRFCS Urban Protection Project RD 404 Late 2008 
SJRFCS Urban Protection Project RD 404 2011 
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The projects associated with anticipated future Section 408 requests listed above in Table 4-3 are considered 
reasonably foreseeable since they are expected to occur within the next 10 years. It should be noted that DWR 
plans to complete a programmatic plan for flood control in the Central Valley. The proposed plan will be a 
system-wide approach, addressing long-term, cumulative impacts and integrated solutions for various projects. 

4.2.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Chapter 3.0 of this EIS, “Affected Environment and Environmental Effects,” identifies potential direct 
environmental effects of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and other 
alternatives. These effects are assessed in the following analysis in terms of their potential to combine with 
similar environmental effects of the other projects (past, current, and reasonably foreseeable) listed above, 
resulting in cumulative impacts. The analysis is focused on considering the potential for those impacts identified 
in Chapter 3.0 to make a considerable contribution to significant adverse cumulative effects. 

As explained earlier in this section in the discussion of geographic scope (Section 4.2.1), the extent of the 
geographic area that may be affected with implementation of the alternatives varies depending on the resource 
under consideration. Not all projects discussed above would contribute, along with the alternatives, to cumulative 
environmental effects for each environmental issue area. Therefore, for each discussion below, the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects that are considered are limited to those having potential effects similar 
to those of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and other alternatives and that 
could interact with impacts generated by Applicant Preferred Alternative and other alternatives. 

This cumulative impacts discussion generally describes the localized effects directly attributable to flood control 
projects. The potential indirect effects of increased flood protection on adjacent areas in RD 784 that would be 
subjected to inundation due to levee failure (Figure 4-2) are discussed in greater detail in Section 4.1, “Growth-
Inducing Effects.” However, the environmental effects of planned development projects in the RD 784 area, as 
described in Section 4.1, and also including the Woodbury Specific Plan, the East Linda Specific Plan, and the 
Olivehurst Avenue Specific Plan projects located within RD 784, but outside of the inundation area, are 
considered in this cumulative analysis as a contributing source to cumulative environmental effects. 
The combined environmental effects of flood control projects, as described below, and development projects as 
described here and in Section 4.1, provide the context for determining whether a significant cumulative impact 
exists. If a significant cumulative impact exists, then a determination is made as to whether the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative and other alternatives make a substantial contribution to the significant cumulative impact. 
If no significant cumulative impact exists, then the addition of impacts associated with the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative and other alternatives is evaluated to determine whether the addition of these project-specific impacts 
on the cumulative condition create a significant cumulative impact. 

4.2.4.1 LAND USE AND AGRICULTURE 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Under the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative, a total of approximately 210 acres 
of Prime Farmland, 35 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 2 acres of Unique Farmland, or roughly 
250 total acres of Important Farmland as defined by the California Department of Conservation, would be 
permanently converted to nonagricultural uses in the setback levee footprint and levee maintenance area. 
Approximately 1,045 acres of agricultural land would be within the setback area. Land uses in the levee setback 
area would consist of agricultural operations and habitat restoration activities that are compatible with flood 
control objectives. The TRLIA board has adopted a resolution codifying a commitment to maintaining 
agricultural operations in the setback area, which is provided in Appendix C. Based on the requirements of this 
resolution, existing information on agricultural operations in the setback area, and anticipated construction 
disturbance, it is assumed that approximately one half of the roughly 1,045 acres of agricultural lands in the 
setback area would be converted to non-agricultural uses, with the remainder retained in agricultural operations. 
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Under these circumstances, approximately 525 acres of agricultural land in the setback area would be taken out of 
agricultural production and converted to habitat. Of the 525 acres of habitat, approximately 40 acres would be 
held under a permanent conservation easement for planting of elderberry shrubs (both relocated shrubs and 
seedlings) and associated riparian species to compensate for elderberry shrubs that would be moved out of the 
project construction area, in accordance with USFWS requirements. Considering all the mechanisms for removal 
of agricultural land from production (e.g., setback levee construction, conversion to habitat), for the purposes of 
this analysis, it is assumed that implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative would remove up to 750–
800 acres of agricultural land from production; approximately 250 acres of which would be permanently 
converted for levee construction, approximately 40 acres of which would be converted to habitat and placed under 
a permanent conservation easement, and the remainder converted to habitat with no deed restrictions requiring the 
land remain as habitat. 

Additional direct conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses can be attributed to other elements of 
TRLIA’s flood control program. Phase 3 of TRLIA’s program of flood control improvements, the Bear River 
levee setback, permanently converted a total of 125 acres of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses in the 
footprint of the flood control features and detention basin and converted approximately 275 additional acres of 
Important Farmland to habitats in the levee setback area (TRLIA 2004b). The Bear River and WPIC Improvement 
Project resulted in the permanent conversion of only 4 acres of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses, and 
the FRLRP Segments 1 and 3, currently under construction, would result in the permanent conversion of 
approximately 10 acres of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses (TRLIA 2004a, 2006b). The total direct 
conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses that is attributable to TRLIA’s program of flood 
control improvements, including the Applicant Preferred Alternative, is roughly 410 acres in the footprint of 
structural features and levee maintenance areas (260 + 125 + 4 + 10), approximately 40 acres converted to habitat 
mitigation areas placed in permanent conservation easements, and roughly 760 additional acres (485 + 275) in 
habitat creation areas (See Table 4-4). 

Table 4-4 
Important Farmland Conversion: Cumulative Impacts Due to TRLIA Flood Protection Projects 

 Applicant Preferred Alternative – 
ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Cumulative Total of All 
TRLIA Projects* in RD 784 

Important Farmland Conversion in the Levee 
Repair/Improvement Footprint 

260 acres 410 acres 

Important Farmland Within Setback Area Permanently 
Converted to Habitat for Mitigation Purposes 

40 acres 40 acres 

Important Farmland Within Setback Area Converted to 
Habitat 

485 acres 760 acres 

Total Important Farmland Conversion for Levee 
Improvement Projects 

785 acres 1,210 acres 

*TRLIA projects included in cumulative impacts total: 
Feather-Bear River Levee Setback 
So. Olivehurst Detention Basin 
Upper Bear and Western Pacific Interceptor Canal Levee Improvement 
FRLRP Segments 1 and 3 
FRLRP Segment 2 (Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative) 
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As described above in Section 4.1.2, “Removing Obstacles to Growth—Flood Protection,” the conversion of as 
much as approximately 1,250 acres of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses can be attributed to the 
combined planned developments in the area protected from inundation by the FRLRP Segment 2 levee. 
Continued development of these four projects (Plumas Lake Specific Plan, Bear River Amendment, Country Club 
Estates project, and the North Arboga Study Area), can be indirectly attributed to the planned Segment 2 flood 
control improvements, which remove an obstacle to growth. 

Full implementation of all the development projects described above in Section 4.2.3, “Past, Present, and Future 
Projects,” and shown in Figure 4-1 (i.e., also including the Olivehurst Avenue Specific Plan, East Linda Specific 
Plan, and Woodbury Specific Plan) would result in the conversion of approximately 7,685 acres of Important 
Farmland to development. Some of this conversion has already taken place as development has proceeded: the 
data in Table 4-2 reflect the conversion of a portion of the total 7,685 acres of Important Farmland within the 
combined planned development areas, including the Plumas Lake, North Arboga, and East Linda plan areas, 
which are all partially developed. 

Permanent conversion of Important Farmland in the RD 784 area attributable to full implementation of all past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects listed in Section 4.2.3 would be approximately 7,685 acres for 
development projects (approximately 1,250 acres of which would be attributable to the growth inducing effects of 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative) and 440 acres for flood protection projects, totaling 8,125 acres. Up to an 
additional 760 acres of Important Farmland is/would be converted to habitat from flood protection improvement 
projects, but this land would not be placed under permanent conservation easements. 

As shown in Table 4-2 the latest FMMP data indicate that from 1992 through 2006 (the most recent year for 
which data are available), Yuba County experienced a cumulative net loss of Important Farmland (consisting of 
land classified as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local 
Importance). Net gains in Important Farmland were recorded for the county for the 1992–1994 (+645 acres) and 
1994–1996 (+917 acres) periods; however, these were slightly more than offset by losses in the 1996–1998 period 
(-1,591 acres). Net losses in Important Farmland have continued in Yuba County for the 1998–2000 (-3,569 
acres), 2000–2002 (-956 acres), 2002–2004 (-2,298 acres), and 2004–2006 (-1,495 acres) periods. The total 
cumulative net loss of Important Farmland in Yuba County since 1996 (when net losses began to be recorded) is 
9,909 acres, which is 11.6% of the total Important Farmland inventoried in 2006 (85,384 acres). 

Given the county wide loss of Important Farmland from 1996 through 2006, coupled with additional acreage lost 
between 2006 and present, and several thousand additional acres that could be lost in the RD 784 area through 
future implementation the Applicant Preferred Alternative and the development projects shown in Figure 4-1, the 
total loss of Important Farmland loss in the County could exceed 17,000 acres, or 20% of the 2006 total. This is 
considered a significant adverse cumulative effect. The question then becomes whether the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative makes a considerable contribution to this significant adverse cumulative effects. 

The permanent conversion of Important Farmland associated with setback levee construction and placement of 
land under habitat conservation easements for mitigation purposes under the Applicant Preferred Alternative 
would total approximately 290 acres, or roughly 1.7% of the approximately 17,000 acre total potential cumulative 
net loss in Yuba County described above. If the conversion of Important Farmland to habitat in the setback area is 
also considered, the removal of up to approximately 775 acres of Important Farmland from production resulting 
from the Applicant Preferred Alternative would constitute approximately 4.6% of the cumulative net loss in Yuba 
County. Although this percentage is larger than for setback levee construction alone, the conversion of 
agricultural land to habitat is not considered an irretrievable conversion. If the growth inducing effect of the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative removing existing and planned development from the 100-year floodplain is 
considered, the total conversion of Important Farmland directly and indirectly attributable to the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative would be 2,025 acres (290 acres direct irretrievable removal, 485 acres direct conversion to 
habitat, 1,250 acres indirect effect through facilitating future development). This constitutes roughly 11.9% of the 
approximately 17,000 acre total potential cumulative net loss of Important Farmland in Yuba County described 
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above. This is considered a considerable contribution to the significant adverse cumulative effect of loss of 
Important Farmland in Yuba County. 

It should be noted that as part of implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative land maintained in 
agricultural use in the setback area would be protected in perpetuity from future development pressure by being 
placed in the Feather River floodway. In addition, the proposed improvements to the flood control system would 
benefit thousands of acres of valuable agricultural land in the RD 784 area, including prime farmland and other 
Important Farmland, by providing increased protection from future flood damages. In spite of these benefits, the 
conclusion does not change that the combined direct and indirect conversions of Important Farmland attributable 
to the Applicant Preferred Alternative are considered a considerable contribution to the significant adverse 
cumulative effect. 

Although implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative would result in the direct conversion of several 
hundred acres of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, it would not conflict with the intent of Yuba County 
policies for the preservation of agricultural land. Much of the land in the setback area would be maintained in 
agricultural use and would be protected in perpetuity from future development pressure by being placed in the 
Feather River floodway. Existing agricultural land in the setback area that would be converted to habitat, but not 
placed within a habitat conservation easement, would not lose its potential as productive agricultural land. 
Furthermore, the proposed improvements to the flood control system would benefit thousands of acres of valuable 
agricultural land in the RD 784 area, including Prime Farmland and other Important Farmland, by providing 
increased protection from future flood damages. Even if the Applicant Preferred Alternative were inconsistent 
with Yuba County land use policies and zoning, these effects are project specific and limited to a local site; 
therefore, they are not considered to contribute to a cumulative impact related to consistency with local land use 
policies. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

Under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, the setback levee footprint and levee easements would 
permanently convert approximately 210 acres of Prime Farmland, 10 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
and 5 acres of Unique Farmland to nonagricultural uses, or roughly 225 total acres of Important Farmland. It is 
assumed that the setback area under this alternative would be managed in a manner similar to that described for 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative, with about half of the setback area retained 
in agricultural operations and remaining lands converted to habitat. Under these circumstances, up to 
approximately 360 acres of Important Farmland in the setback area would be taken out of agricultural production 
and converted to habitat. Of the 360 acres, approximately 40 acres would be placed under a habitat conservation 
easement as part of mitigation requirements and would therefore be considered a permanent conversion of 
agricultural land to another use. Therefore, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative could result in the 
permanent conversion of up to approximately 270 acres of important farmland to another use. These conversions 
of Important Farmland are less than those assumed for the Applicant Preferred Alternative. However, for the 
reasons described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 
would be considered to make a substantial contribution to a significant cumulative conversion of Important 
Farmland to non-agricultural uses, but would not conflict with the intent of Yuba County policies for the 
preservation of agricultural land. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

Implementation of the Levee Strengthening Alternative could result in the direct conversion of up to 
approximately 26 acres of Important Farmland (assuming agricultural land affected is Important Farmland) to 
another land use (e.g., seepage and stability berms, relocation of Pump Station No. 3). This level of Important 
Farmland conversion is substantially less than the amount estimated for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – 
ASB Setback Levee Alternative. However, like the Applicant Preferred Alternative and Intermediate Setback 
Levee Alternative, removal of flood protection as an impediment to growth resulting from implementation of 
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The Levee Strengthening Alterative could indirectly result in the conversion of approximately 1,250 acres of 
Important Farmland through implementation of planned development projects protected by the FRLRP Segment 2 
levee. The approximately total 1,276 acres of direct and indirect conversion of Important Farmland constitutes 
roughly 7.5% of the approximately 17,000 acre total potential cumulative net loss of Important Farmland in Yuba 
County described above. This is considered a considerable contribution to the significant adverse cumulative 
effect of loss of Important Farmland in Yuba County. 

No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not involve construction activity beyond minor levee repairs (i.e., repairs not 
triggering NEPA, 408 authorization, or a CWA 404 individual permit) or indirectly facilitate future development. 
Although loss of Important Farmland could result from flooding in the event of a catastrophic levee failure under 
the No-Action Alternative, the magnitude of such an effect and its contribution to any significant cumulative 
impacts cannot be estimated. 

4.2.4.2 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Although construction activities associated with implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB 
Setback Levee Alternative would disturb earth, thereby potentially accelerating erosion, construction disturbance 
would be temporary and soils in disturbed areas would be vegetated or otherwise stabilized after construction is 
complete. In addition, the levee setback area is nearly level and is well drained, and the risk of erosion and 
associated hazards is slight. Some soil erosion could also occur during flood operations when flows pass through 
the levee setback area, but because velocities would be low, erosion potential is not considered high. In addition, 
vegetative cover in the levee setback area (agriculture or habitat) would reduce the potential for erosion. 
Consequently, there is only a minimal risk of soil erosion hazard, if any, associated with the proposed levee 
setback. In addition, planned projects in the local area are on the same level terrain as the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative and would need to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
consistent with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, like the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative. Therefore, planned projects in the local area would not result individually or cumulatively 
in significant erosion hazards (potential effects of erosion on water quality are evaluated below in the discussion 
of water resources and river geomorphology). As described above in Section 4.1.2, “Removing Obstacles to 
Growth—Flood Protection,” either planned development projects in the RD 784 area would not result in 
significant impacts related to geology, soils, and mineral resources, or significant impacts would be mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to any significant soil erosion impact. 

The setback levee would be engineered and constructed to modern standards with appropriate seepage control 
features, making it more stable than the existing levee and decreasing the risk of levee failure associated with 
geologic/soils/seismic hazards. This is a beneficial effect. With FRLRP Segments 1 and 3, other TRLIA flood 
control projects, the Corps levee improvements conducted as part of the System Evaluation Project and as a result 
of the Yuba River Basin Investigation, and the other levee improvements planned for the area by YCWA, a 
similar beneficial effect would occur on a cumulative level. The Applicant Preferred Alternative would contribute 
to this cumulative beneficial effect. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

Geologic-, soils-, and erosion-related effects associated with the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would be 
the same as the effects described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. 
For the reasons described above, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would not result in a considerable 
contribution to any significant adverse cumulative soil erosion hazard impacts, and would contribute to a 
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beneficial cumulative impact related to reducing geologic/soils/seismic hazards in combination with other flood 
control projects. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

Geologic-, soils-, and erosion-related effects associated with the Levee Strengthening Alternative would be 
substantially similar to the effects described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative. However, the Levee Strengthening Alternative would not place additional land within the floodway 
and would therefore result in somewhat less potential for erosion occurring on additional land. Therefore, the 
Levee Strengthening Alternative would not result in a considerable contribution to any significant adverse 
cumulative soil erosion hazard impacts, and would contribute to a beneficial cumulative impact related to 
reducing geologic/soils/seismic hazards in combination with other flood control projects. 

No-Action Alternative 

Because only minor levee repairs (i.e., repairs not triggering NEPA, 408 authorization, or a CWA 404 individual 
permit) could be implemented under the No-Action Alternative, the existing erosion-related deficiencies in the 
levees would likely become exacerbated. This would be considered an adverse effect that would not occur under 
the other project alternatives. However, these erosion effects are localized and likely would not interact with any 
erosion hazards generated by other projects. 

4.2.4.3 WATER RESOURCES AND RIVER GEOMORPHOLOGY 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Potential changes in land use associated with the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative would not have a direct adverse effect on local water demand and supply and may, in fact, cause 
demand to decrease within the FRLRP Segment 2 area. Effects of the levee setback related to sediment deposition 
in the setback area are not expected to be measurable. No other known flood control projects would contribute to 
similar potential effects in a manner that would result in a significant cumulative impact. As described above in 
Section 4.1.2, “Removing Obstacles to Growth—Flood Protection,” planned development in the RD 784 area 
could have a significant impact on water demand and sediment deposition, but these impacts are mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level. Therefore, there would be no cumulative effect on water supply or sediment deposition 
to which the levee setback would make a considerable contribution. 

The proposed setback levee would cross existing drainage infrastructure and sever parts of the drainage system for 
the local area. Drainage patterns within the levee setback area could be changed by project implementation as 
well. Mitigation described in Section 3.3, “Surface and Groundwater Hydrology and Geomorphology,” would 
preclude any adverse effects of a levee setback on local drainage. These effects are project specific and limited to 
a local site; therefore, they are not considered to contribute to a cumulative adverse effect. 

With a reduction in water surface elevations at and above the proposed levee setback area, peak flows in the 
Feather River downstream of the setback levee would increase slightly, from 271,938 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
to 272,406 cfs during the 1-in-100 AEP event, an increase of less than 1%. Modeling results indicate that the 
slight increase in flows would result in an increased water surface elevation of 0.02 foot in the Feather River from 
the southern end of the setback levee alignment to the confluence with the Bear River. A complete copy of the 
hydraulic and hydrologic analysis is contained in Appendix E of this EIS. It should be noted that the hydraulic 
modeling assumes completion of all levee improvements protecting the RD 784 area. Therefore, modeling results 
reflect conditions that are in effect with all TRLIA past, present, and future projects listed above in place. For the 
1-in-200 AEP event, the flows would increase from 347,031 cfs to 348,879 cfs, an increase of less than 1%. 
The water surface elevation in the Feather River from the southern end of the setback levee alignment to the 
confluence with the Bear River is expected to increase by 0.08 foot as a result of the increased flow. These 
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increases in downstream floodwater flows with the proposed levee setback are small (less than 1%), and the 
increases in downstream flood stage elevation would be less than 1 inch for the 1-in-100 and 1-in-200 AEP 
events. In addition, with implementation of the F-CO, any increases in downstream flood stage elevations 
associated with the Applicant Preferred Alternative would be less than described above. Adverse effects 
associated with this very slight increase in flood stage elevation would not provide a substantial contribution to 
any cumulative effect, if one were to occur. 

It should be noted that a separate round of hydraulic modeling was conducted to specifically evaluate whether the 
interaction between the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and the proposed 
Feather River Setback Levee at Star Bend Project listed in Section 4.2.3 would result in different effects than 
those described above. The results of this modeling are provided in Appendix J. The modeling indicates that the 
Feather River Setback Levee at Star Bend Project, combined with the Applicant Preferred Alternative, would in 
most cases result in a reduction in flood stage elevations compared to the Applicant Preferred Alternative alone. 
The maximum reductions would be 0.21 feet and 0.25 feet during the 1-in-100 and 1-in-200 AEP events 
respectively. These reductions would occur at River Mile 18.25, between the southern end of the proposed 
setback levee and the northern end of Setback Levee at Star Bend Project. Water surface elevation increases 
would only occur at one location when the Setback Levee at Star Bend Project is combined with the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative, at River Mile 16.5 near the southern end of the Setback Levee at Star Bend Project. At this 
location, water surface elevations would be 0.02 feet and 0.04 feet greater during the 1-in-100 and 1-in-200 AEP 
events respectively. Combining the Setback Levee at Star Bend Project with the Applicant Preferred Alternative 
has no affect on flood stage elevations relative to the Applicant Preferred Alternative alone starting at River Mile 
16.25 and continuing downstream. 

As identified above, the hydraulic modeling used to evaluate the Applicant Preferred Alternative assumes 
completion of all levee improvements in the RD 784 area and shows no significant adverse hydraulic/hydrologic 
effect when the Applicant Preferred Alternative (one of the last elements of the TRLIA flood protection effort) is 
considered concurrently with all other TRLIA RD 784 repairs. The addition of a non-TRLIA project, the Feather 
River Setback Levee at Star Bend Project, does not alter this conclusion. Given these conditions, no significant 
adverse cumulative hydraulic/hydrologic effect would occur from implementation of these projects. 

The existing FRLRP Segment 2 levee has been determined to have geotechnical deficiencies which would be 
addressed by the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. The correction of levee 
deficiencies that could cause a levee failure at less than the design flow must be completed. These actions do not 
represent a transfer of risk or an unacceptable impact to the system because the system was intended to carry the 
design flow. An example of this condition would be erosion that has reduced the levee section. This erosion must 
be repaired and does not represent a transfer of risk or an unacceptable change from the existing condition. 

Another element of whether construction of the Applicant Preferred Alternative could represent an unacceptable 
transfer of flood risk to adjacent or downstream levee districts is the reduction in frequency in which flood waters 
enter the RD 784 area. This could potentially create some degree of risk that flood water may be redirected to 
another basin upstream or downstream of the protected area. The question is whether the impacts of such risk 
shifting are significant and warrant compensatory measures outside of RD 784. It is important to note that the 
correction of existing project deficiencies does not represent a transfer of risk or unacceptable change from the 
existing condition. The existing FRLRP Segment 2 levee also creates a narrow channel and construction of the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative would widen the floodway and open up a 
choke point in the Feather River, thus providing regional flood damage reduction benefits. Sutter County and 
Levee District 1 (across the river) and SAFCA (downstream) have issued letters of support for the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative because of these regional benefits. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback 
Levee Alternative would be built to modern engineering standards and would have a much lower probability of 
failure when compared to the existing deficient condition. 
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The levees in the SRFCP were built to a design stage commonly referred to as the “1957 design profile.” When 
the Corps transferred the SRFCP to the State of California for operation and maintenance, the Corps concluded 
that the levees met all engineering standards to pass the design flow at the design stage. This is documented in the 
1953 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Corps and the Reclamation Board (on behalf of the 
State of California). The Reclamation Board (now the CVFPB) is required to maintain the SRFCP levees to this 
condition. However, based on application of current engineering standards for levee design and consideration of 
new geotechnical data for the SRFCP, it is clear that many of the SRFCP levees, including the FRLRP Segment 2 
levee, do not meet current engineering standards at the “1957 design profile.” 

The common method of assessing transfer of risk is a hydraulic impact analysis. This analysis has been conducted 
for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and is included in Appendix E of this 
EIS. The analysis demonstrated that at the “1957 design profile” the only upstream impacts are beneficial 
(through the reduction of water surface elevations). The analysis also demonstrated that at the “1957 design 
profile” there are no significant impacts downstream. 

TRLIA’s design standard is the 200-year water surface elevation. In the FRLRP Segment 2 area there is no 
substantive difference between the 200-year water surface elevation and the “1957 design profile” (see Appendix 
E, 1997 Technical Memorandum, Figure 4). This is because the “1957 design profile” was computed before the 
construction of Oroville and New Bullards Bar dams and before the enlargement of the Feather River channel that 
resulted from the erosion of hydraulic mining debris deposited over 100 years ago. Because of these changes, the 
Feather River currently has a higher level of protection at the “1957 design profile” (once the levees are made 
secure) than other portions of the SRFCP. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 
lowers the water surface elevation for the “1957 design flow” and provides a beneficial impact to the SRFCP. 
The decreased risk of levee failure does not affect the intended performance of other parts of the SRFCP. The 
decreased risk of levee failure is consistent with the design intent of the SRFCP which did not rely on upstream 
levee failures to protect downstream floodplains. 

Implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative could result in changes 
in geomorphic processes by altering velocities in the existing floodway in the project area and upstream, leading 
to decreased shear stresses. Any increases in shear stresses would be minor and would not result in erosion of the 
levee system or substantial increases in the mobilization and/or deposition of sediments. None of the other 
projects included in this cumulative analysis, when considered together with the Applicant Preferred Alternative, 
would contribute substantially to potential effects associated with increased shear stresses. Therefore, no 
significant cumulative adverse effect would occur related to geomorphology. 

The planned and proposed development projects listed above have the potential to incrementally increase runoff 
associated with storm events by increasing impervious surfaces within the Feather-Yuba River watershed. This 
runoff could carry urban contaminants such as oil dripping from automobiles onto streets and driveways and 
excess lawn fertilizer into nearby waterways. However, these developments are required to implement measures 
to decrease runoff volumes (e.g., channeling runoff over landscaped areas) and mitigate increases in runoff 
through the construction and operation of detention basins and other facilities (see Section 4.1.2, “Removing 
Obstacles to Growth—Flood Protection”). Many of these same measures also trap or treat contaminants carried 
by the runoff before it enters nearby waterways. The East Linda Specific Plan EIR concluded that development of 
the specific plan area could increase the rate and amount of surface-water runoff, resulting in erosion during 
construction activity; alter the course of floodwaters; and change the quantity of groundwater. Mitigation 
measures required included limiting paved areas; installing sediment traps, evaporation basins and flow reduction 
devices in the storm drain system; limiting the area of exposed soil and employing erosion control measures 
during construction phases; channeling roof runoff onto landscape areas; maintaining a 50-foot building setback 
from open channels and lakes; and obtaining a Streambed Alteration Agreement from DFG for construction in the 
100-year floodplain of the Linda-Olivehurst Drain. Any increase in runoff volumes and contaminant loading from 
these developments that reaches the surrounding rivers during storm events would be a minor incremental 
contribution to river flows and contaminant levels and would not result in a significant cumulative impact. 
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It should be noted that existing agricultural lands in the proposed development areas provide an unregulated 
source of stormwater and irrigation runoff entering the river system that can carry contaminants such as fertilizers 
and pesticides. This potential contaminant source would be replaced by runoff from urban development, which is 
regulated under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Therefore, development 
does not generate a new source of runoff, but replaces an existing source of runoff. 

Because the increased risk of downstream flooding associated with the proposed levee setback would also be 
minor, this effect is considered to be inconsequential in a cumulative context as well as in a direct sense. 
Therefore, the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative would not be considered to 
contribute to a substantial cumulative adverse effect related to potential downstream flooding due to changes in 
downstream hydrology. 

Setting back the left bank Feather River levee along the proposed setback levee alignment would decrease flood 
stages on the river. The levee setback would also provide a well-designed, well-constructed levee that would be 
more reliable and less subject to seepage than the existing levee. These changes would improve local flood 
protection, providing a beneficial effect. The Applicant Preferred Alternative would combine with the effects of 
other recent and planned flood control projects to result in a cumulatively beneficial effect on flood protection in 
the Feather-Yuba River Basin above the confluence of the Feather and Bear Rivers. 

Potentially hazardous materials related to existing agricultural activities could be transported downstream when 
the proposed levee setback area becomes inundated during flood events. These materials could contaminate 
floodwater and adversely affect river water quality. However, mitigation described in Section 3.5, “Hazardous 
Materials,” would reduce the potential for the release of hazardous materials. For this reason, the levee setback is 
not expected to result in a considerable contribution to a cumulative adverse effect related to water quality. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The levee setback area would be somewhat smaller under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative than under 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative because portions of the intermediate 
setback levee alignment are located farther to the west than the proposed setback levee alignment. Modeling 
results indicate that with a reduction in water levels at and above the intermediate levee setback area, peak flows 
in the Feather River downstream of the setback levee would increase slightly, from 271,938 cfs to 272,262 cfs 
during the 1-in-100 AEP event, an increase of less than 1%. This slight increase in flow is expected to result in a 
0.02-foot increase in the water surface elevation in the Feather River from the southern end of the setback levee 
alignment to the confluence with the Bear River. For the 1-in-200 AEP event, modeling results show that the 
flows would increase from 347,031 cfs to 348,624 cfs, an increase of less than 1%. The water surface elevation in 
the Feather River from the southern end of the setback levee alignment to the confluence with the Bear River is 
expected to increase by 0.07 foot as a result of the increased flow. These increases in downstream floodwater 
flows with the intermediate levee setback are small (less than 1%), and the increases in downstream flood stage 
elevation would be less than 1 inch for the 1-in-100 and 1-in-200 AEP events. In addition, with implementation of 
the Forecast-Coordinated Operations of Lake Oroville and New Bullards Bar Reservoir (F-CO), any increases in 
downstream flood stage elevations associated with the intermediate levee setback would be less than described 
above. Adverse effects associated with this very slight increase in flood stage elevation would not provide a 
substantial contribution to any cumulative effect, if one were to occur. 

Due to the smaller setback area size under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, cumulative effects would 
be similar to, or less than those described above under the Applicant Preferred Alternative related to water 
demand, sediment deposition, drainage infrastructure, geomorphology, increased stormwater runoff entering the 
river system, stormwater runoff carrying contaminants into the river system, beneficial flood protection effects, 
transfer of risk, and hazardous material transport. 
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For the reasons described above, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative is not expected to result in a 
considerable contribution to any substantial cumulative adverse effects related to water resources and river 
geomorphology. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

Levee strengthening activities could allow sediment to enter local waterways via erosion, resulting in adverse 
effects on water quality and contamination of waterways by toxic substances. Mitigation described in Section 3.4, 
“Water Quality,” however, would ensure that appropriate erosion control and spill containment measures would 
be implemented, including preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, to minimize any potential for water 
quality effects. Other levee reconstruction and repair efforts in the area will be required to incorporate similar 
measures to ensure the protection of water quality from potential sedimentation and effects of toxic spills. For 
these reasons, levee strengthening activities would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any 
substantial cumulative adverse effect related to water quality. In addition, levee strengthening would combine 
with the effects of other recent and planned flood control projects to result in a cumulatively beneficial effect on 
flood protection in the Feather-Yuba River Basin above the confluence of the Feather and Bear Rivers. 
Furthermore, strengthening of the existing levee would not change flood stage elevations; therefore, these 
activities would not result in any long-term changes to the existing drainage pattern of the project site, would not 
affect the rate or amount of surface runoff in the project area, and would not reduce water supply or alter regional 
or local hydrology. Therefore, the Levee Strengthening Alternative would not make a substantial contribution to 
any potential cumulative effects related to sediment deposition, water supply, or geomorphic processes. 

No-Action Alternative 

Because only minor levee repairs (i.e., repairs not triggering NEPA, 408 authorization, or a CWA 404 individual 
permit) could be implemented under the No-Action Alternative, this alternative would make little to no 
contributions to any beneficial cumulative effects associated with improved flood protection. The No-Action 
Alternative would continue the substantial flood risk condition in the RD 784 area. 

4.2.4.4 FISHERIES 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Flood operations with implementation of the proposed levee setback have the potential to result in the stranding 
and mortality of fish, including protected species, in areas within the expanded floodway (i.e., levee setback area) 
where water collects and fish become trapped as floodwaters recede. This effect, if not mitigated, could combine 
with the deleterious effects of more than 150 years of past actions in the Sacramento River Basin that have 
reduced populations of chinook salmon, steelhead, and green sturgeon in the region enough that these are now 
designated special-status species. Levee projects in general have had a significant adverse cumulative effect on 
these species. However, to reduce the potential for fish to become stranded in the levee setback area, a drainage 
and grading plan for the area would be developed and implemented in consultation with NMFS and DFG as 
described in Section 3.8, “Fisheries.” The plan would ensure that the project design incorporates appropriate 
features to minimize the potential for stranding and ensure that only a minor incidental loss of fish would result 
from the levee setback (a loss expected to be greatly offset by increases in growth and survival of juvenile fish 
that would use new habitat created in the levee setback area). The Corps has consulted with NMFS under Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) regarding the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative. NMFS has provided a letter concurring with a determination that the Applicant Preferred Alternative 
will not adversely affect fish species under its jurisdiction (Appendix H). For these reasons, the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative would not contribute considerably to any significant cumulative adverse effect on fish 
populations. 
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Under the Applicant Preferred Alternative, some portion of the proposed levee setback area would be converted to 
riparian, wetland, or other habitat. Both habitat areas and agricultural lands in the setback area would provide 
additional floodplain habitat for fish along the Feather River and could potentially improve the success of fish 
species that use the area. This potential benefit could make a considerable contribution to cumulative benefits to 
fish that may be derived from projects that expand the floodplain corridor and provide other improvements to fish 
habitat that are being implemented in the Yuba-Feather-Bear River system, including the TRLIA Bear River levee 
setback project and potential future projects that may be developed through the Lower Yuba River Fisheries 
Technical Working Group. Overall, recent downward trends in fish populations appear to have reached 
alarmingly low levels. The Applicant Preferred Alternative could contribute to reversing this trend and, given the 
mitigation described in Section 3.8, could contribute to species recovery. Consequently, the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative would not contribute to a significant adverse cumulative effect related to fisheries. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would affect a smaller land area than would be affected by the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. Like the proposed levee setback, the 
intermediate levee setback would not result in a considerable contribution to any substantial cumulative adverse 
effect with the implementation of mitigation measures. The intermediate levee setback would result in a smaller 
setback area with less potentially available floodplain habitat than the proposed levee setback, resulting in a 
slightly reduced potential beneficial effect related to fisheries compared to the Applicant Preferred Alternative. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

With implementation of mitigation, levee strengthening activities would not result in substantial adverse effects 
associated with sedimentation and contamination of waterways as described in Section 3.4, “Water Quality,” 
which subsequently would ensure that substantial adverse effects would not occur to fish habitat or fish 
populations as described in Section 3.8, “Fisheries.” In addition, other levee reconstruction and repair efforts 
conducted and planned for the Feather, Yuba, and Bear River levees by the Corps, TRLIA, and/or other agencies 
have been, and will be, required to incorporate similar mitigation measures to ensure the protection of water 
quality and fish habitat from potential sedimentation and effects of toxic spills, in accordance with existing 
regulations, including preparation and implementation of a SWPPP. For these reasons, levee strengthening 
activities would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any substantial adverse effect associated 
with sedimentation and introduction of toxic materials into fish habitat. Any direct effects of construction 
activities on overhead cover or woody material that could degrade fish habitat would be negligible, and any 
potential contribution to a cumulative effect on these habitat features would also be negligible. 

No-Action Alternative 

Because only minor levee repairs or improvements (i.e., repairs not triggering NEPA, 408 authorization, or a 
CWA 404 individual permit) could be undertaken under the No-Action Alternative, this alternative would make 
no contributions to any beneficial cumulative effects associated with a setback levee. 

4.2.4.5 TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

As indicated in Section 3.7, “Terrestrial Biological Resources,” the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB 
Setback Levee Alternative would not result in substantial adverse effects, with no need for mitigation, for special-
status bird species and Pacific western big-eared bat. The project would not provide a substantial contribution to 
any potentially significant cumulative impacts related to these resources. 

Construction activities associated with the Applicant Preferred Alternative could have potential adverse effects on 
the following resources: jurisdictional waters of the United States (U.S.), special-status plants, valley elderberry 
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longhorn beetle, northwestern pond turtle, and giant garter snake. Mitigation included in Section 3.7 of this EIS 
and the Biological Assessment (BA) provided to the USFWS as part of the Section 7 ESA consultation would be 
implemented to address potential direct effects on these resources. With issuance of the final Biological Opinion 
(BO) by USFWS on August 28, 2008, Section 7 ESA consultation has been completed, and mitigation measures 
included in the BO would also be implemented. Consultation with the Corps has included preparation of a 
conceptual mitigation plan, which has been accepted by the Corps as providing appropriate compensation for the 
project’s effects to waters of the U.S. Compensatory mitigation to offset permanent impacts to waters of the U.S. 
would consist of a combination of on-site mitigation in the impact area; habitat creation, restoration, and 
enhancement in other locations in the setback area; and preservation of this habitat in perpetuity. Surveys, 
maintenance of buffer areas where practicable, other avoidance measures, and compensation for unavoidable 
habitat losses described in the mitigation presented in Section 3.7 would ensure minimization of any potential 
temporary effects of construction on federally protected species that could be present on the project site: valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle, northwestern pond turtle, and giant garter snake. 

Implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative has the potential to contribute considerably to a cumulative 
benefit to terrestrial biological resources through restoration actions that would enhance the riverine ecosystem 
along the Feather River. Restoration of wetlands, enhancement of floodway riparian communities, and restoration 
of other vegetation communities undertaken in portions of the levee setback area would result in regional benefits, 
including increasing the effective amount and complexity of habitat available to species and helping to reverse 
habitat fragmentation on a local level. These efforts, in combination with other restoration projects described 
above, would combine to enhance regional migratory corridors; provide larger and more complex habitat units for 
wildlife and species that require large home ranges; and provide greater opportunities for separate populations to 
interbreed, potentially increasing species’ genetic diversity. 

Most of the flood control projects included in the TRLIA flood control program, including the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative, address similar impacts on biological resources. Any of these projects, and any 
development projects, have been required to implement measures similar to those that would be undertaken for 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative to ensure minimization of, and compensation for, impacts on potentially 
affected species, most of which are protected by the ESA. As discussed above in Section 4.1.2, “Removing 
Obstacles to Growth—Flood Protection,” planned development projects in the RD 784 area would mitigate all 
significant impacts on biological resources to less-than-significant levels. The East Linda Specific Plan EIR 
discussed the potential for project impacts on 2.5 acres of vernal pools and vernal pool habitat and described 
mitigation measures, including limiting cut and fill and limiting the area of heavy equipment operations to the 
immediate construction areas. The EIR concluded these measures would reduce these impacts to less-than-
significant levels. However, as identified in the Yuba County General Plan EIR and applicable throughout the 
county, there are potential indirect adverse effects on biological resources that could occur via illegal hunting, 
domestic dog activity, off-road vehicle use, the use of pesticides and other harmful chemicals, and other factors 
related to more intense human presence and activity. A mitigation measure was provided to reduce this impact, 
but the general plan EIR indicated that this impact remains potentially significant. 

Past and ongoing levee repair efforts being conducted by the Corps, TRLIA, and others have provided relatively 
large habitat restoration areas such as the Corps Marysville–Yuba City Mitigation Area and habitat restoration 
associated with the Bear River levee setback. These restoration areas provide a cumulative benefit to terrestrial 
biological resources that assist in compensating for any adverse cumulative impacts. It is expected that future 
projects, including development projects, would compensate for unavoidable impacts to endangered species 
through establishment of similar mitigation areas, or contributions to establishment of these areas, such as through 
purchases of credits in a mitigation bank. Through these compensation actions and other mitigation requirements, 
projects would be expected to have anywhere from a beneficial, to neutral, to slightly detrimental effect on 
terrestrial biological resources. Given the overall potential for both beneficial and adverse affects from past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, and impact minimization and compensation requirements for 
individual projects, adverse cumulative effects on terrestrial biological resources would not occur. However, if 
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existing and current conditions were considered to result in a significant adverse cumulative effect, the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative would not make a substantial contribution to this effect. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

Under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, the levee setback area would be somewhat smaller than under 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative because portions of the intermediate 
setback levee alignment are located farther to the west than the proposed setback levee alignment. Although the 
setback area would be smaller, effects on terrestrial biological resources would generally be considered similar to 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would not result in a 
considerable contribution to any cumulative adverse effect on terrestrial biological resources. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

As indicated in Section 3.7 “Terrestrial Biological Resources,” levee strengthening activities would have less-
than-significant project-specific impacts with mitigation incorporated. Given the cumulative context regarding 
terrestrial biological resources described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative, the Levee Strengthening Alternative would not result in a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative adverse effect on terrestrial biological resources. However, because the Levee Strengthening 
Alternative does not provide a setback area and associated habitat restoration opportunities, this alternative would 
not contribute to any beneficial cumulative effect related to habitat restoration activities implemented as part of 
various projects in the region. 

No-Action Alternative 

Because only minor levee repairs or improvements (i.e., repairs not triggering NEPA, 408 authorization, or a 
CWA 404 individual permit) could be implemented under the No-Action Alternative, none of the contributions to 
beneficial cumulative effects described above for the setback levee alternatives would occur. 

4.2.4.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Archaeological site CA-Yub-5, a prehistoric village site, is the only known site potentially eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) in the area of 
potential effect (APE) for cultural resources. The original proposed setback levee alignment was moved several 
hundred feet east to avoid this site. Construction of the setback levee in its current alignment would not disturb 
site CA-Yub-5. Degradation of the existing levee after the setback levee is complete, and subsequent flooding of 
the setback area, could have a substantial adverse effect on CA-Yub-5 due to increased inundation frequency and 
saturation of soils on the site. Adverse effects could also occur if the site is exposed to erosive forces from flood 
flows. Mitigation Measures included in Section 3.10, “Cultural Resources,” of this EIS and resulting from 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) as part of compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) would reduce adverse effects to CA-Yub-5 to below significance 
thresholds. Mitigation measures specified in the Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) submitted to the 
Corps on August 21, 2008, would also be implemented. 

Undocumented and potentially significant cultural resources, including human remains, may be present in areas 
that were not available for cultural resources surveys at the time this EIS was prepared, and could also exist below 
the surface in areas that were surveyed. If unknown resources exist in these areas, they could be damaged by 
project-related ground disturbing activities. Mitigation is included in Section 3.10 of this EIS and as part of the 
Section 106 consultation that would reduce adverse effects associated with unknown cultural resources and 
human remains. 
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Implementing mitigation measures provided in Section 3.10 of this EIS and other plans prepared in compliance 
with Section 106 (i.e., the HPTP and the draft Cultural Resources Construction Monitoring and Inadvertent 
Discovery Plan) would ensure that construction under the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative would not incrementally contribute to any significant cumulative impacts on important cultural 
resources in the project region. These measures, some specific to site CA-Yub-5, are fairly standard to ensure 
compliance with various state and federal regulations, and similar measures have been applied to other flood 
protection projects in the region. Moreover, where federal agency approvals are required to implement projects, 
additional protection would also be anticipated under the NHPA, which is commonly implemented by federal 
agencies, making measures such as those described herein fairly standard as well. As described above in 
Section 4.1.2, “Removing Obstacles to Growth—Flood Protection,” planned development projects either would 
not have significant effects on cultural resources, or where significant effects might occur, mitigation measures 
(likely similar to those described for the Applicant Preferred Alternative) would be implemented to reduce these 
effects to less-than-significant levels. Given these conditions, no significant adverse cumulative impact related to 
cultural resources would occur. 

For these reasons, the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not incrementally contribute to a substantial 
cumulative adverse effect related to cultural resources. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would result in effects very similar to those described above for the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. Both alignments avoid direct disturbance of 
site CA-Yub-5. Both alignments overlap in the vicinity of site CA-Yub-5; therefore, both alternatives would result 
in the placement of site CA-Yub-5 in the setback area. Both the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative and the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative have unsurveyed areas, and both have the potential to disturb undiscovered 
cultural resources, including human remains. The levee setback area would be somewhat smaller under the 
Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative than under the Applicant Preferred Alternative because portions of the 
intermediate setback levee alignment are located farther to the west than the proposed setback levee alignment, 
resulting in less ground disturbance, and therefore less potential for disturbing unknown cultural resources. 
As indicated above under the Applicant Preferred Alternative, with implementation of mitigation, the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative would not result in a substantial contribution to a significant cumulative effect on cultural 
resources. The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would result in slightly less potential for adverse effects 
compared with the Applicant Preferred Alternative, due to less ground disturbance. Therefore, the Intermediate 
Setback Levee Alternative also would not result in a substantial contribution to a significant cumulative effect on 
cultural resources. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

The Levee Strengthening Alternative would require less ground disturbance than the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative, with the majority of construction activities located within the 
existing levee easement and a few other associated areas. This results in less potential for disturbance of unknown 
archaeological resources than the Applicant Preferred Alternative, although the potential does exist for an adverse 
effect. In addition, no known cultural resources are located within the areas identified for disturbance under the 
Levee Strengthening Alternative. Site CA-Yub-5 would not be affected under this alternative. Overall, the Levee 
Strengthening Alternative would result in less direct adverse effects on cultural resources than the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Levee Strengthening Alternative also would not result in a substantial 
contribution to a significant cumulative effect on cultural resources. 

No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would only potentially involve limited construction activity that would not require 
federal authorization beyond a Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit. Under these circumstances, any 
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levee maintenance/repair activities would be limited to existing disturbed areas and would be very unlikely to 
result in adverse effects to cultural resources that would contribute to a cumulative effect. Although damage to 
cultural resource sites could result from flooding in the event of a catastrophic levee failure under the No-Action 
Alternative, the magnitude of such an effect and its contribution to any cumulative impacts cannot be estimated. 

4.2.4.7 AIR QUALITY 

Virtually all pollutant emissions associated with the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative and other alternatives would be the result of construction-related activity; any operational emissions 
would be extremely minor and would not contribute measurably to cumulative air quality emissions. Therefore, 
this evaluation focuses on the pollutants of concern that would be associated with construction-related emissions: 
reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
(PM10). 

As described previously in Section 3.11, “Air Quality,” the FRAQMD portion of the Northern Sacramento Valley 
Air Basin (NSVAB) is designated as a nonattainment area with respect to the state standards for ozone (1-hour) 
and PM10. Yuba and Sutter Counties are designated as a nonattainment area with respect to the state standards for 
ozone (1-hour) and PM10, and are either in attainment or unclassified for the remaining state standards. If state 
attainment standards are used as a significance criterion, the fact that the FRAQMD portion of the Northern 
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (NSVAB) and Yuba and Sutter Counties are in non-attainment for ozone and PM10 
is indicative of an existing significant adverse cumulative effect generated by past and existing projects in the air 
basin. The respective portions of Yuba and Sutter Counties where the proposed action is located are either in 
attainment or unclassified for federal standards. Both Yuba and Sutter counties are currently recommended for 
nonattainment for federal PM2.5 air quality standards. These attainment/non-attainment conditions reflect existing 
conditions, and therefore, show the cumulative air quality impact of past and current/existing projects. 

Any project that is constructed in the FRAQMD has the potential to add traffic and other pollution-emitting 
sources that would contribute to the cumulative degradation of air quality in the region. This is particularly true of 
large-scale housing and commercial developments, such as development of the Plumas Lake Specific Plan and 
East Linda Specific Plan areas. At the same time, vehicles throughout the region are continuously being 
modernized as consumers replace older vehicles, and the newer vehicles have improved air emission levels. 
California’s AB 32 requires statewide reductions in greenhouse gas reductions, which will secondarily result in 
reductions in pollutant emissions from mobile, stationary, and area wide sources. California is also pursuing legal 
remedies to receive authorization from EPA to increase fuel efficiency standards in the state. If this legal action is 
successful, mobile source emissions would be further reduced in the future. Furthermore, FRAQMD is required to 
make progress toward compliance with federal clean air standards. It can be assumed that policies and regulatory 
programs (requirements for best available control technology) will minimize air quality impacts over time. 
However, it cannot be stated with certainty that future air quality, with growth projected to occur throughout the 
region (see, “Population and Development Trends in the Yuba County Area,” above), will be better in the future 
than it is today. 

Like the Applicant Preferred Alternative and other alternatives, past flood control projects in the RD 784 area 
implemented by TRLIA, the Corps, and others generate temporary air emissions during construction, but generate 
little to no long-term operational emissions. Therefore, emissions from the flood control projects listed above 
would interact only with other projects on a cumulative basis where emissions from other projects occur at the 
same time as construction of the flood control projects. The only planned flood control project that would occur 
concurrently with the Applicant Preferred Alternative is the FRLRP Segments 1and 3 levee repairs. The only 
other emission sources that would interact with the Applicant Preferred Alternative on a cumulative basis are 
existing development projects that generate stationary (e.g., industrial facilities, dry cleaners) and mobile source 
(i.e., vehicles) emissions. It is generally these existing stationary and mobile emission sources (as well as other 
sources such as agricultural production) that result in the existing significant adverse cumulative air quality 
impact (e.g., ozone and PM10 non-attainment) in the FRAQMD area. 
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Because of the nature of conditions that affect air quality, impacts on air quality are considered on a regional 
basis; in the case of the project area, this region covers at least Yuba County and Sutter County, which are under 
FRAQMD jurisdiction. It is neither practical nor reasonable to consider a complete list of all projects that would 
affect this large region. Rather, attainment plans form the basis of projecting and resolving adverse air quality 
conditions throughout the region. 

However, similar to the emission analysis described above in Section 4.1.2.9, “Air Quality,” where air emissions 
from a “Growth Inducing Development Scenario” were calculated, emissions have also been calculated for a 
“Cumulative Development Scenario” in the RD 784 area. The “Growth Inducing Development Scenario” 
analyzed previously in Section 4.1.2.9 looked at planned development in the area protected from flooding by the 
FRLRP Segment 2 levee. This development includes the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, the Bear River amendment 
to the Plumas Lake Specific Plan, the Country Club Estates project, and the western portion of the North Arboga 
Study Area. Emission calculations were conducted for a development scenario encompassing full buildout of all 
of these projects (with only the portion of the North Arboga Study Area in the flood protected area included in the 
analysis). The “Cumulative Development Scenario” consists of these same developments, but also includes 
remaining planned development in the RD 784 area, consisting of East Linda Specific Plan, the Woodbury 
Specific Plan, and the portion of the North Arboga Study Area outside the FRLRP Segment 2 levee flood 
protected area (see Figures 4-1 and 4-2). 

The same methods described in Section 4.1.2.9 to calculate air emissions under the “Growth Inducing 
Development Scenario” were also applied to the “Cumulative Development Scenario.” Details on the assumptions 
entered into, and the outputs from the URBEMIS air emissions computer model are included in Appendix I of this 
FEIS. For the same reasons described in Section 4.1.2.9, model outputs are based on a variety of “worst-case 
scenario” assumptions and are expected to exceed actual air emissions from planned development in the RD 784 
area. The modeling assumes construction would be initiated in 2009 and would proceed at a relatively even pace 
through full buildout, assumed to occur in 2030. The model does not account for reductions in construction 
equipment, vehicle, and area source emissions that would be assumed to occur in the future, as described above. 
This is another mechanism by which the modeling reflects a worst-case emission scenario. 

The modeling results indicate that under the worse emission conditions, where construction of development under 
this “Cumulative Development Scenario” is underway and buildout is almost complete (i.e., maximum combined 
construction and operational emissions), planned development in the RD 784 area would generate 880 tpy of 
ROG, 645 tpy of NOX, 2,049 tpy of PM10, and 390 tpy of PM2.5. In the unit of lbs/day, emissions would be 
13,713 lbs/day of ROG, 3,786 lbs/day of NOX, 13,219 lbs/day of PM10, and 2,563 lbs/day of PM2.5. Again, it 
should be noted that these are worst-case emissions. Early in project development operational emissions would be 
less, and after construction is complete this activity would not contribute to air emissions. Also, as stated 
previously, for several reasons the model outputs overestimate emission levels that would likely occur. However, 
even under these circumstances, emissions from planned development in the RD 784 area would make it more 
difficult for Yuba County to achieve attainment for the state ozone and PM10 standards and could result in a 
substantial contribution toward nonattainment for federal PM10 and/or PM2.5 standards. 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Fugitive dust and mobile-source emissions (such as motor vehicle exhaust) would be generated by various 
construction activities, including equipment operation at the construction sites, construction personnel commute 
trips, the delivery of equipment and materials to the construction areas, and ground disturbance during 
construction and excavation. Mobile-source emissions contain criteria pollutants, including ozone precursors 
(ROG and NOX) and fine particulate matter (PM10); however, fugitive dust would be considered the primary 
source of PM10. 

Consistent with guidance for calculating emissions to determine exceedance of the general conformity thresholds, 
emissions were calculated assuming the implementation of the FRAQMD’s standard mitigation measures (listed 
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previously in Section 3.11.3 in Section 3.11, “Air Quality”). Implementing these measures is expected to achieve 
a 75% reduction in fugitive dust emissions, 5% reduction in ROG emissions from construction equipment, 20% 
reduction in NOX emissions from construction equipment, and 45% reduction in PM10 emissions from 
construction equipment (Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 2004). The resulting 
maximum average annual emissions are calculated to be 12 tons/year of ROG, 49 tons/year of NOX, and 80 
tons/year of PM10 during project construction. Mitigated emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 fall below the 
applicable EPA de minimis thresholds. When emissions are calculated on a daily basis, consistent with 
FRAQMD-suggested significance thresholds for analysis under CEQA, maximum emissions after mitigation are 
calculated to be 97 lb/day ROG, 422 lb/day NOX, and 1,005 lb/day PM10. These mitigated daily emissions of 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 would still exceed the FRAQMD-recommended CEQA maximum daily emissions 
thresholds of 25 lb/day of ROG and NOX and 80 lb/day of PM10. Because of the large size of the project and high 
activity level with construction activities to be conducted concurrently at multiple locations, as well as the 
nonattainment status of the project area, and based on the modeling conducted, construction-generated emissions 
under the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative are considered a substantial 
contribution to an existing significant cumulative adverse air quality effect. These effects would occur during 
project construction and would be temporary. 

Although emissions generated by the Applicant Preferred Alternative, along with those of other proposed and 
planned projects within the NSVAB, may contribute to localized violations of individual air quality standards, a 
definitive determination of whether a change in attainment status would result for the whole air basin for a 
particular criteria air pollutant would be speculative. However, as stated above regarding the estimate of 
cumulative emissions from planned development in the RD 784 area, emissions from this development would 
make it more difficult for Yuba County to achieve attainment for the state ozone and PM10 standards and could 
result in a substantial contribution toward nonattainment for federal PM10 and/or PM2.5 standards. It is worth 
noting that because emissions generated by the Applicant Preferred Alternative were estimated to fall below the 
general conformity di minimis thresholds, which are tied to attainment planning, the project would not 
substantially conflict with current federal air quality planning efforts. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The construction program under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would generally be the same as 
described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. Although locations of 
some project elements would differ, methods of constructing the slurry cutoff wall, foundation preparation, levee 
embankment construction, utility relocation, removal of the existing levee, relocation of Pump Station No. 3, and 
other construction elements would be the same. The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would follow the 
same construction schedule as the Applicant Preferred Alternative. Like the Applicant Preferred Alternative, it is 
estimated that under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, approximately 3.6 million cu. yd. of material 
would be required for setback levee construction. Although the length of the Intermediate Setback Levee is 
approximately 0.2 mile less than the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the existing ground surface is at a lower 
elevation along much of the Intermediate Setback Levee Alignment. Therefore, more soil is needed to build a 
levee to the desired height, resulting in the same borrow material needs for both alternatives. Potential borrow 
areas would be the same as described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative and would be treated in the 
same manner. The process for removal of the existing levee would be the same for both alternatives. Operation 
and maintenance of the setback levee and the levee setback area would also be the same as described for the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative. 

Because the construction program, schedule, and intensity under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 
would be very similar to the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the adverse effects to air quality would, likewise, be 
very similar, including cumulative effects. Therefore, like the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the Intermediate 
Setback Levee Alternative would result in a substantial contribution to an existing significant cumulative adverse 
air quality effect. Also like the Applicant Preferred Alternative, although emissions generated by the Intermediate 
Setback Levee Alternative, along with those of other proposed and planned projects within the NSVAB, may 
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contribute to localized violations of individual air quality standards, a definitive determination of whether a 
change in attainment status would result for the whole air basin for a particular criteria air pollutants would be 
speculative. It is worth noting that because emissions generated by the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 
would fall below the general conformity di minimis thresholds, which are tied to attainment planning, the project 
would not substantially conflict with current federal air quality planning efforts. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

The Levee Strengthening Alternative would involve repairs and improvements to the existing Feather River levee 
along Segment 2. No setback levee would be constructed. Repairs and improvements would consist of 
construction of slurry walls, installation of relief wells, raising and/or constructing seepage/stability berms at 
various locations, and correcting identified waterside erosion problem areas. Under this alternative, the existing 
Pump Station No. 3 would be removed and a new pump station would be installed farther east of the existing site. 
Soil borrow areas would be established of sufficient size to support levee repairs. A construction period of about 
8 months, beginning in the first spring after detailed designs are completed, is assumed for levee repair and 
strengthening in project Segment 2 if this alternative is selected. The equipment list of the Levee Strengthening 
Alternative is fairly similar to that of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. 

Requirements for borrow material would be substantially less under the Levee Strengthening Alternative than 
alternatives incorporating a setback levee because the existing levee would be retained and soil for a setback levee 
would not be necessary. In addition, material excavated from the slurry cutoff wall trenches would be used to the 
extent practicable, reducing the need for borrow material from off-site sources. However, it is still estimated that a 
total of approximately 1.4 million cu. yd. of borrow material would be required for levee repair and strengthening 
activities. 

The Levee Strengthening Alternative would disturb a substantial amount of soil and would require approximately 
1.4 million cu. yd. of borrow material. However, because this alternative would utilize much of the levee’s 
existing materials and not include other major soil-moving activities included in the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative, such as removing the existing levee, the amount of soil disturbance would be considerably less under 
the Levee Strengthening Alternative. Consequently, emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust 
emissions would be fewer, and like the Applicant Preferred Alternative, would not exceed EPA emission 
thresholds described above. However, emissions from the Levee Strengthening Alternative would still exceed 
FRAQMD suggested thresholds (See Section 3.11, “Air Quality”). Therefore, although emissions would be less 
than the Applicant Preferred Alternative, because of the relatively large disturbance area and volume of soil to be 
moved under the Levee Strengthening Alternative, as well as the nonattainment status of the project area, 
construction-generated emissions under this alternative are considered a substantial contribution to an existing 
significant cumulative adverse air quality effect. Issues related to the Levee Strengthening Alternative and other 
proposed and planned projects within the NSVAB potentially affecting the attainment status of the air basin are 
the same as described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative and the Intermediate Setback Levee 
Alternative. 

No-Action Alternative 

There would be only minimal construction emissions under the No-Action Alternative, and this alternative would 
not make a substantial contribution to a significant cumulative impact on air quality. Without repair of the FRLRP 
Segment 2 levee it is unlikely that development in the flood protected area would proceed as currently planned. 
Therefore, cumulative emissions from construction and operation of development in the flood protected area 
would be substantially less than under the action alternatives described above. 
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4.2.4.8 NOISE AND VIBRATION 

The discussion of cumulative noise effects is focused on the areas where construction noise from the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and other alternatives could combine with noise from 
other projects and exceed established thresholds for sensitive receptors. For noise from the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative and other alternatives to interact with other projects on a cumulative basis, noise generated by these 
alternatives must occur at the same time and at a location a similar distance from receptors as noise generated by 
other projects. 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Almost all noise that would be associated with the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative would be generated by construction activities and, therefore, would be short term. The only 
operational activities that would be associated with the Applicant Preferred Alternative would be periodic 
maintenance activities at the setback levee similar to those currently being performed at the existing Feather River 
levee and operation of pumps within the concrete structure at the new Pump Station No. 3. Neither of these 
activities would noticeably increase ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors. 

It is possible that the simultaneous operation of the on-site construction equipment associated with the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative could result in combined intermittent noise levels of as high as 104 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA) at 50 feet from the proposed alignment. Exterior noise levels approximately 100 feet from the part of the 
existing or setback levee alignment where construction is occurring could be as high as 98 dBA without the use of 
feasible noise control, and noise levels 200 feet from the construction area could be as high as 92 dBA. Noise 
levels in areas within about 6,500 feet of the existing or setback levee alignment could exceed 60 dBA, without 
feasible noise control, as a result of construction activity. The setback levee alignment is within several hundred 
feet of some residences and other noise sensitive receptors (see Section 3.12, “Noise and Vibration”). 

Noise is a localized occurrence and attenuates with distance. Therefore, only future projects in the vicinity of the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative would have the potential to add to anticipated project-generated noise, thus 
resulting in cumulative noise impacts. Segments 1 and 3 of the FRLRP are included in the cumulative analysis 
and are located directly north and south of the Applicant Preferred Alternative. It is possible that construction 
activities from Segments 1 and 3 could overlap in time with the Applicant Preferred Alternative. However, due to 
the linear nature of these levee improvements, which spreads construction activities over miles, the construction-
related noise generated from these projects would likely only interact for a short time, if at all. Other projects 
considered in this cumulative analysis that have the potential to be under construction concurrently with the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative are located a considerable distance from the site. The closest of these is the 
Plumas Lake Specific Plan area, which, at its nearest points, is located over 2,000 feet east of the project site. 
However, if construction activities associated with the Applicant Preferred Alternative and the Plumas Lake 
Specific Plan were to occur concurrently, it is possible that construction noise associated with these projects 
together could combine to result in greater noise levels at some of the dispersed sensitive noise receptors in the 
area than noise levels from each project alone. 

Although construction noise generated by the Applicant Preferred Alternative and other project may interact, the 
question is whether the noise from these combined sources would, together, cause a substantial increase in noise 
levels above ambient levels for sensitive receptors or would exceed a local noise ordinance. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, “Noise and Vibration,” construction noise would be temporary and intermittent, and in the case of 
the FRLRP Segments 1, 2, and 3 work, would move along the construction alignment over time. Overall, any 
single sensitive receptor would be exposed to construction noise for relatively short periods, even when 
considering the Segments 1, 2, and 3 work and the Plumas Lake Specific Plan project together. Due to the short-
term and temporary nature of construction noise, although construction activities may be heard temporarily at a 
sensitive receptor, this is not considered to result in a substantial increase in noise levels above ambient levels. 
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The Yuba County noise ordinance prohibits the generation of construction noise “between the hours of 10:00 p.m. 
of one day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day in such a manner that a reasonable person of normal sensitiveness 
residing in the area is caused discomfort or annoyance unless a permit has been duly obtained beforehand from 
the Director of the Planning and Building Services Department as set forth in Section 8.20.710 of the Noise 
Ordinance.” TRLIA will ensure these requirements are adhered to for the FRLRP Segments 1, 2, and 3 work. 
If nighttime work is required, TRLIA will not initiate such work until a permit has been obtained consistent with 
the noise ordinance requirements. Therefore, the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not result in an 
exceedance of a local noise ordinance. Any interaction with noise generated by other projects (e.g., the Plumas 
Lake Specific Plan work) would not change this conclusion. 

Given these circumstances, a significant adverse cumulative affect related to noise would not occur, and the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative would not make a substantial contribution to any significant adverse cumulative 
effect. 

The Applicant Preferred Alternative would not result in a significant impact related to generation of groundborne 
vibration during construction (see Section 3.12, “Noise and Vibration”). Groundborne vibration attenuates rapidly 
with distance and projects must be in close proximity to each other (within the range of approximately 100 feet, 
depending on the type of equipment generating the vibration) to simultaneously contribute to vibration levels at 
the same location. There are no opportunities for projects addressed in this cumulative analysis to interact with the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative in regard to groundborne vibration, and no cumulative impact would occur. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would include a similar construction program as described above for 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative, with minor differences in location of some 
of the construction activities. Of significance to this analysis is that the location of the northern portion of the 
levee alignment is farther to the west and, therefore, farther from noise sensitive land uses in the vicinity. 
As indicated above, the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not result in a substantial contribution to a 
significant adverse cumulative effect related to noise or vibration. The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 
would result in slightly less potential for adverse effects compared with the Applicant Preferred Alternative due to 
the increased distance from sensitive noise receptors. Therefore, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative also 
would not result in a substantial contribution to a significant cumulative effect related to noise and vibration. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

The Levee Strengthening Alternative would require construction equipment similar to the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. However, unlike the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the Levee 
Strengthening Alternative would not include construction of a setback levee. Consequently, the construction 
activities would be farther from sensitive receptors east of the proposed setback levee alignment, and would result 
in less perceptible short term noise impacts at these sensitive receptors. However, the six residential dwelling 
units proposed for removal by the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not be removed under the Levee 
Strengthening Alternative; therefore, construction noise generated by the Levee Strengthening Alternative would 
affect six sensitive receptors currently located in the vicinity of the existing levee. For this reason, the Levee 
Strengthening Alternative would result in similar noise impacts as the Applicant Preferred Alternative, although it 
should be noted that the construction period for the Levee Strengthening Alternative would be much shorter. 
For the same reasons described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the Levee Strengthening 
Alternative would not result in a substantial contribution to a significant cumulative effect related to noise and 
vibration. 
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No-Action Alternative 

Because there would be only minor construction activity (i.e., activity not triggering NEPA, 408 authorization, or 
a CWA 404 individual permit) under the No-Action Alternative, this alternative would not make a substantial 
contribution to cumulative noise effects. 

4.2.4.9 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The discussion of cumulative traffic effects is focused on the areas where construction generated traffic from the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and other alternatives could combine with 
traffic from other projects and exceed established thresholds. For traffic generated by the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative and other alternatives to interact with other projects on a cumulative basis, traffic generated by the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative and other alternatives must occur at the same time and at the same location as 
traffic generated by other projects. 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Construction of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative would have only a 
temporary effect on traffic. For the initial screening of temporary project effects on traffic, the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) recommends that an impact be examined further when it involves an increase of 
50 or more trucks, 100 passenger vehicles, or an equivalent combination of vehicles per hour in the peak direction 
during the peak hour at any roadway intersection (Institute of Transportation Engineers 1989). 

Combining the truck trips originating from outside the construction area and those within the construction area 
(occurring outside the setback area), the Applicant Preferred Alternative would place approximately 240 truck 
trips per day on local roadways (see Section 3.13, “Transportation and Circulation” for further discussion of this 
result). These trips would be spread out over the work day and would also be spread geographically, as work 
would occur simultaneously in several locations along the 5.7-mile-long project alignment. For these reasons, 
truck traffic would not exceed the ITE threshold of 50 trucks per hour in a peak hour in a peak direction at a 
single intersection. 

The construction labor force is estimated to average about 60–70 persons over the 20-month construction period. 
Peak staffing could be close to 100 depending on the contractor’s schedule. Members of the construction crew are 
expected to travel to the project area from different directions, with overall traffic spread among various roadways 
and intersections, and it is also likely that some ridesharing would take place. Therefore, although construction 
staff traffic could potentially generate 100 commute trips during peak construction periods, commute traffic is not 
expected to exceed the ITE threshold of an increase in traffic volume of 100 vehicles in the peak direction during 
the peak hour at any individual intersection. 

During the approximately 20-month construction period under the Applicant Preferred Alternative, commute trips 
and truck haul trips would increase traffic on Feather River Boulevard, SR 70, and local roadways. However, the 
construction-related trips would not exceed the thresholds established by ITE at any time or substantially increase 
overall traffic levels on the local road system. 

Almost all projects listed above in Section 4.2.3, “Past, Present, and Future Projects,” would not interact with 
traffic generated by the Applicant Preferred Alternative, either because they are too distant and would not 
generate vehicle trips on the same roadways, because the projects are complete and do not generate traffic after 
completion (i.e., flood control projects), or the projects are in the planning stages and the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative would be completed before the project is initiated and generates vehicle trips. Exceptions would be 
the FRLRP Segments 1 and 3 work and the continuing development associated with the Plumas Lake Specific 
Plan. A large majority of the traffic generated by each of these projects would be confined to a limited area, 
typically in close proximity to each project site, and traffic generated by each project would not interact. Where 
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traffic from these projects might utilize the same roadways simultaneously is along Feather River Boulevard and 
SR 70. It is possible that trips generated by material deliveries, employee commute trips, residential commute 
trips, and general construction operations could all interact along portions of these roadways. However, trips 
associated with these activities make up only a portion of the overall trips for each project. Of these trip 
generating categories, only a portion of the Segments 1 and 3 trips would utilize portions of Feather River 
Boulevard also used during the Applicant Preferred Alternative, and vice versa. Similarly, although vehicles 
associated with each project would at some time utilize the same segments of SR 70, only a small portion of each 
project’s overall vehicle trips would use these segments at the same time. 

Among the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the Segments 1 and 3 work, and ongoing Plumas Lake Specific Plan 
development through 2009 (scheduled end of construction for the Applicant Preferred Alternative), the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative would have the greatest activity and generate the most trips. As stated above, the entirety of 
on-road trips generated by the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not exceed the ITE threshold of adding 50 
or more trucks, 100 passenger vehicles, or an equivalent combination of vehicles per hour in the peak direction 
during the peak hour at any roadway intersection. Intersections and roadway segments where vehicle trips 
generated by the Applicant Preferred Alternative might interact with trips generated by the Segments 1 and 3 
work and the Plumas Lake Specific Plan would only be exposed to a small fraction of the total project vehicle 
trips. These same intersections and roadway segments would also only be exposed to a fraction of the trips 
generated by the other projects. Given the limited number of trips each project would contribute to a particular 
intersection or roadway segment where each project’s traffic would interact, the cumulative trips generated by the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative, Segments 1 and 3 work, and Plumas Lake Specific Plan development would not 
exceed the ITE thresholds and would not result in a significant adverse cumulative traffic impact. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would include a similar construction program as described above for 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative, with minor differences in location of some 
of the construction activities. The same roadways would be used for construction access. Like the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative, it is estimated that under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, approximately 
3.6 million cu. yd. of material would be required for setback levee construction. Potential borrow areas would be 
the same as described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative and would be treated in the same manner. 
Therefore, because the construction program, schedule, and methods for the Intermediate Setback Levee 
Alternative would be very similar to the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the adverse effects associated with 
traffic would likewise be very similar. Therefore, as described above for the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the 
Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, in conjunction with other local projects that would generate vehicle trips 
on same intersections and roadway segments, would not result in a significant adverse cumulative traffic impact. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

Although differences in construction methods under the Levee Strengthening Alternative would result in some 
differences in vehicle trip generation rates relative to the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative (e.g., shorter construction period, less borrow material volume required), the Levee Strengthening 
Alternative also does not result in exeedances of the ITE traffic volume thresholds. Given the trip generation 
associated with the Levee Strengthening Alternative, this alternative, like the Applicant Preferred Alternative, 
would not interact with other local projects that would generate vehicle trips on same intersections and roadway 
segments in a manner that would result in a significant adverse cumulative traffic impact. 

No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would involve only minor construction activity (i.e., actions that do not trigger NEPA, 
408 authorization, or a CWA 404 individual permit), which would not generate sufficient traffic to make a 
substantial contribution to any potential cumulative traffic impact. Although traffic disruption could result from 
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flooding in the event of a catastrophic levee failure under the No-Action Alternative, such an effect would be 
temporary and the magnitude of such an effect and its contribution to any significant cumulative impacts cannot 
be estimated. 

4.2.4.10 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Although extensive work has been conducted to determine the locations of public utility infrastructure in the 
project area, and various utility surveys have been conducted, the potential exists for additional buried 
infrastructure elements that have not already been identified to be located near or crossing the levee. Construction 
activities could cause minor accidental damage to both identified and unidentified utility infrastructure, resulting 
in temporary disruptions to service. However, detailed design of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB 
Setback Levee Alternative includes consultation with all known potential service providers to identify 
infrastructure locations and appropriate protection measures, and consultation would continue during construction 
to ensure avoidance/protection of facilities as construction proceeds. In addition, mitigation described in 
Section 3.14, “Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems,” would further reduce potential adverse effects 
related to public utility infrastructure and utility service disruptions. Therefore, the potential for accidental 
damage to utility infrastructure during construction is remote, and if damage were to occur, disruptions to service 
would be short term and temporary until repairs were completed. Implementation of the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative would not result in substantial interference with utility infrastructure and services. Similar precautions 
would be expected to be taken during construction of other projects considered in this cumulative analysis, with a 
similar low likelihood of disruptions to service, and any disruptions, if they were to occur, would be short term 
and temporary. Therefore, no significant cumulative impact related to disruptions of utility service during 
construction is expected to occur. Even if such a cumulative impact were significant, the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative would not contribute substantially to the impact. 

Increased traffic on Feather River Boulevard associated with construction of the Applicant Preferred Alternative 
could increase emergency response times and otherwise make access to the area more difficult for emergency 
service providers. Mitigation described in Section 3.14, “Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems,” would 
ensure avoidance of this potential impact, and levee repairs and strengthening would not make a considerable 
contribution to any potential cumulative impacts related to emergency access. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

Effects on public services, utilities, and service systems resulting from the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 
would be similar to the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative; however, the extent of 
affected utilities would be somewhat less under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative because the levee 
alignment is located farther to the west, resulting in a smaller setback area and effects on fewer facilities. For the 
reasons described above under the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 
would not contribute to any potential significant cumulative impacts on public services, utilities, and service 
systems. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

Under the Levee Strengthening Alternative work would be concentrated along the existing levee alignment and 
immediate vicinity. This alternative would have less potential than the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB 
Setback Levee Alternative or the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative to affect public services, utilities, and 
service systems. For the reasons described above under the Applicant Preferred Alternative, the Levee 
Strengthening Alternative would not contribute to any potential significant cumulative impacts on public services, 
utilities, and service systems. 
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No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would involve only minor construction activity (i.e., actions that do not trigger NEPA, 
408 authorization, or a CWA 404 individual permit) and therefore would not make a substantial contribution to a 
cumulative impact on public services, utilities, and service systems. 

4.2.4.11 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Based on the records search conducted at the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP), there 
are no previously recorded fossil sites within the project area. There are no records that significant paleontological 
resources have been encountered in the project area, either through intentional study or accidentally during 
excavations for construction or other purposes. Therefore, there is no evidence that a significant adverse 
cumulative impact has occurred, or is occurring, in the project area relative to paleontological resources. 

Paleontological resources would not be present in the sediments contained within and adjacent to the existing 
levee; therefore, removal of the existing levee would result in no impacts on paleontological resources. However, 
construction of the proposed setback levee in Segment 2 and related activities (e.g., use of the soil borrow area) 
have the potential to encounter and possibly damage unknown paleontological resources which may occur in the 
Modesto Formation soils. If any previously undiscovered paleontological resources are found as a result of 
construction activities, mitigation described in Section 3.15, “Paleontological Resources,” would be initiated to 
prevent any significant impacts on paleontological resources from occurring. Therefore, implementation of 
Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative would not result in the current absence of a 
significant adverse cumulative impact on paleontological resources becoming a significant adverse cumulative 
impact. 

In addition, a potential cumulative net benefit on paleontological resources in the region could occur because 
construction activity may encounter resources that would otherwise go undiscovered. The protection of those 
resources would allow future study that would contribute to the body of scientific knowledge. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The northern portion of the setback levee alignment under the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would be 
located on more Holocene Alluvium and less Modesto Formation than under the Applicant Preferred Alternative 
– ASB Setback Levee Alternative. Because the Modesto Formation is a more paleontologically sensitive 
formation, the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would have similar, but slightly less potential for adverse 
effects on paleontological resources and would therefore also not contribute to or result in a potential cumulative 
adverse effect. The same potential cumulative net benefit described for the Applicant Preferred Alternative would 
also occur. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

Ground disturbing construction activities associated with this alternative would be less than under the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and would be primarily located within the existing levee 
easement and other associated areas. Most of these activities would be located on Holocene Alluvium deposits 
with no potential to contain significant paleontological resources. The Levee Strengthening Alternative would 
result in less potential for a substantial adverse effect than the Applicant Preferred Alternative and would not 
contribute to or result in a potential cumulative adverse effect on paleontological resources. The same potential 
cumulative net benefit described for the Applicant Preferred Alternative would also occur, although the potential 
to encounter paleontological resources that would provide valuable data would be less because of the smaller 
disturbance area under the Levee Strengthening Alternative. 
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No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would involve only minor construction activity (i.e., actions that do not trigger NEPA, 
408 authorization, or a CWA 404 individual permit) and therefore would not make a substantial contribution to a 
cumulative impact on paleontological resources. 

4.2.4.12 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative 

Because the five residences to be removed under the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative are not considered a low-income community and are not occupied by minority groups, and relocations 
would be subject to the Uniform Relocation Act and the California Relocation Assistance Law, relocation of 
residents implemented as part of the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not result in high and adverse 
socioeconomic effects, and any effects that did occur would not disproportionately affect a minority or low-
income population (see Section 3.16, “Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice”). 

In addition, although implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative would permanently remove up to 
approximately 800 acres of agricultural land from production, which could result in the loss of several agricultural 
related jobs, this would affect less than 0.5% of the total agricultural land in Yuba County. In addition, eligible 
farm operations would receive relocation assistance consistent with the Federal Uniform Relocation Act and the 
California Relocation Assistance Law. The Applicant Preferred Alternative would not result in a high and adverse 
socioeconomic effect related to the loss of agricultural jobs, and any impact that did occur would not 
disproportionately affect a minority or low-income population. 

As indicated above in Section 4.2.2, “Population and Development Trends in the Yuba County Area” and 
Section 4.2.3, “Past, Present, and Future Projects,” there is an expansion of urban development in the county 
which is resulting in the conversion of agricultural land to development in various area. The number and extent of 
future development projects indicate this trend will continue well into the future. It is unknown whether any of the 
existing and future projects described in Section 4.2.3 will result in a high and adverse socioeconomic effect on a 
particular low-income or minority community. It is reasonable to assume that some jobs in the agricultural 
industry will be lost due to the conversion of agricultural land to development. However, some development will 
generate new jobs in various employment sectors (service sector, retail, construction, education). Therefore, it is 
also unknown whether the loss of agricultural jobs would ultimately result in a high and adverse socioeconomic 
effect. Even if the past, present, and future projects listed in Section 4.2.3 were to result in a significant and 
adverse cumulative effect related to socioeconomics and environmental justice, as described above and in 
Section 3.16, “Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice,” the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not make 
a substantial contribution to this effect. 

It should also be noted that the flood protection benefits provided to the RD 784 area from past flood control 
improvements and the proposed FRLRP Segment 2 work (for any action alternative) would benefit a wide range 
of income and ethnic classifications, ranging from low-income residents in areas just south of Olivehurst, to 
owners of single-family residences in the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area, to landowners with large agricultural 
landholdings. Therefore, the benefits would not be disproportionately high or low for any income group or ethnic 
classification. 

Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative 

The Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would result in the displacement of two fewer residences than under 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. In addition, the Intermediate Setback 
Levee Alternative would result in the conversion of less farmland than the Applicant Preferred Alternative, and 
would subsequently result in the loss of fewer agricultural-related jobs. Therefore, like the Applicant Preferred 
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Alternative, implementation of the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative would not result in a substantial 
contribution to any adverse cumulative effect related to socioeconomics and environmental justice, if such an 
adverse cumulative effect were to occur. 

Levee Strengthening Alternative 

Under the Levee Strengthening Alternative, no residences would be removed from the levee setback area and 
consequently no occupants would be displaced. Implementation of this alternative would result in the removal of 
up to approximately 25 acres agricultural land from production. Therefore, like the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative, implementation of the Levee Strengthening Alternative would not 
result in a substantial contribution to any adverse cumulative effect related to socioeconomics and environmental 
justice, if such an adverse cumulative effect were to occur. 

No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would involve only minor construction activity (i.e., actions that do not trigger NEPA, 
408 authorization, or a CWA 404 individual permit) and therefore would not make a substantial contribution to 
any known socioeconomic impact. Because sufficient repairs to the Segment 2 levee to achieve desired flood 
protection levels could not be completed under the No-Action Alternative, flood control benefits in the Segment 2 
flood protected area would not occur for the wide range of income and ethnic classifications in the area. 

4.3 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

There is an existing and growing consensus in the scientific community that the average global temperature has 
risen over the last 100 years and that human influence is likely a significant factor in that change. This global 
increase in average temperature (global warming) can lead to global, regional, and local changes in climatic 
conditions (global climate change). Although there is a great deal of consensus regarding the occurrence of global 
warming/global climate change and the mechanisms contributing to it, there remains varying levels of uncertainty 
regarding a number of related topics, such as the rate of warming, how the warming has translated into altered 
climate conditions, and what future trends and conditions may exist. 

A simple rise in annual average temperature would have little to no effect on the implementation and operation of 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and other alternatives. However, regional 
changes in climatic conditions influenced by global warming, such as changes in the timing or volume of 
precipitation, could have a direct effect on the function of flood control projects such as the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative and other alternatives. The following analysis evaluates the potential for global warming/global 
climate change to adversely affect the function and performance of the Applicant Preferred Alternative and other 
action alternatives. Function and performance of the alternatives is evaluated in the context of flood risk. Given 
the uncertainties related to the future extent and effects of global climate change, the analysis focuses on 
identifying reasonably foreseeable direct effects on flood risk along the FRLRP Segment 2 levee attributable to 
global climate change. 

4.3.1 POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

Results of global climate change that could affect flood risk in a particular area are sea level rise and changes in 
precipitation and resulting runoff patterns. 

Sea levels have risen approximately 7 inches worldwide during the last century (California Climate Change 
Center 2006), and sea levels are predicted to rise an additional 7–22 inches by 2100 (Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change 2007). Higher sea levels can result in higher flood stage elevations in areas close to the coast or 
at elevations close to sea level. However, the proposed project site is approximately 100 miles inland from the 
Pacific coastline and at an elevation of 30 to 55 feet above mean sea level. Sea levels would need to rise 
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substantially more than current projections before any affects on hydrologic conditions at the proposed project site 
might occur. Sea level rise is therefore not considered further in this analysis. 

Changes in precipitation patterns can alter the volume and timing of high water events in a river system and thus 
alter flood risk. Climate change can affect precipitation in a variety of ways, such as by changing the following: 

► overall amount of precipitation, 
► type of precipitation (rain vs. snow), and 
► timing and intensity of precipitation events. 

Each of these issue areas is discussed below as they relate to flows in the Feather River adjacent to the FRLRP 
Segment 2 levee. Both the Yuba and Feather Rivers are directly referenced because the Yuba River has a 
significant influence on flows passing the FRLRP Segment 2 levee on the Feather River. 

4.3.2 PRECIPITATION AMOUNT 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) predicts that increasing global surface temperatures 
resulting from global climate change are very likely to result in changes in precipitation. Global average 
precipitation is expected to increase during the 21st century as the result of climate change, based on global 
climate models. However, global climate models are generally not well suited for predicting regional changes in 
precipitation because of their coarse level of outputs compared to the scale of regionally important factors that 
affect precipitation (e.g., maritime influences, effects of mountain ranges) (IPCC 2001, 2007). 

Therefore, while increasing precipitation on a global scale is generally an expected result of climate change, 
significant regional differences in precipitation trends can be expected. Some recent regional modeling efforts 
conducted for the western United States indicate that overall precipitation will increase (Kim et al. 2002, Snyder 
et al. 2002), but considerable uncertainty remains because of differences among larger-scale global climate 
change models (GCMs). Where precipitation is projected to increase in California, the increases are centered in 
northern California (Kim et al. 2002, Snyder et al. 2002) and in winter. However, various California climate 
models provide mixed results regarding changes in total annual precipitation in the state through the end of this 
century. Models predicting the greatest amount of warming generally predict moderate decreases in precipitation; 
on the other hand, models projecting smaller increases in temperature tend to predict moderate increases in 
precipitation (Dettinger 2005). In addition, an IPCC review of multiple global GCMs identifies much of 
California as an area where less than 66% of the models evaluated agree on whether annual precipitation would 
increase or decrease, and therefore, no conclusion on an increase or decrease can be provided (IPCC 2007). 
Considerable uncertainties about the precise effects of climate change on California (and more specifically the 
Yuba-Feather River system) hydrology and water resources will remain until there is more precise and consistent 
information about how precipitation patterns, timing, and intensity will change (Kiparsky and Gleick 2005, DWR 
2006). 

Given the uncertainty associated with projecting changes in the amount of annual precipitation in the Yuba-
Feather River system, no conclusions can be drawn regarding potential effects of climate change on precipitation 
volumes as they relate to reasonably foreseeable effects on flood risk via high water events. 

4.3.2.1 TYPE OF PRECIPITATION (RAIN VS. SNOW) 

As early as the mid-1980s and early 1990s, regional hydrologic modeling of global warming impacts has 
suggested with increasing confidence that higher temperatures will affect the timing and magnitude of snowmelt 
and runoff in California (Gleick 1986, 1987; Lettenmaier and Gan 1990; Lettenmaier and Sheer 1991; Nash and 
Gleick 1991a, 1991b; Hamlet and Lettenmaier 1999). Over the past two decades, this has been one of the most 
persistent and well-established findings on the impacts of climate change for water resources in the United States 
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and elsewhere, and it continues to be the major conclusion of regional water assessments (Knowles and Cayan 
2002). 

By delaying runoff during winter when precipitation is greatest, snow accumulation in the Sierra Nevada acts as a 
massive natural reservoir for California. There is very high confidence that higher temperatures will lead to 
substantial changes in the dynamics of snowfall and snowmelt in watersheds with substantial snow (Kiparsky and 
Gleick 2005, DWR 2006). Simulations conducted by N. Knowles and D. R. Cayan (Knowles and Cayan 2002) 
project a loss in April snowpack in the Sierra Nevada of approximately 5% with a 0.6°C (1.1°F) increase in 
average annual temperature, an approximately 33% loss with a 1.6°C (3.4°F) rise, and an approximately 50% loss 
in April snowpack with a 2.1°C (4.9°F) average annual temperature rise. 

Based on the results of a variety of regional climate models, it is reasonably foreseeable that snowpack will be 
reduced and/or will melt earlier or more rapidly in the Yuba-Feather River system watershed. This could alter the 
timing and volume of runoff entering reservoirs on the Yuba-Feather River system and passing by the FRLRP 
Segment 2 levee. The effects of climate change on runoff patterns and the potential for any foreseeable changes to 
flood risk for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative and other alternatives are 
described below in the discussion of runoff. 

4.3.2.2 TIMING AND INTENSITY OF PRECIPITATION EVENTS 

While variability in weather patterns is not well modeled in large-scale GCMs, some modeling studies suggest 
that the variability of the hydrologic cycle increases when mean precipitation increases, possibly accompanied by 
more intense local storms and changes in runoff patterns (DWR 2006). However, the results of another long-
standing model point to an increase in incidents of drought, resulting from a combination of increased temperature 
and evaporation along with decreased precipitation (DWR 2006). Based on the first model mentioned, this 
decrease in precipitation would lead to reduced variability in hydrologic cycles. 

A study that analyzed 20 GCMs currently in use worldwide suggests that the West Coast may be less affected by 
extreme droughts than other areas, instead having increased average annual rainfall (Meehl et al. 2000). 
A separate study that reviewed several GCM scenarios showed increased risk of large storms and flood events for 
California (Miller et al. 1999). Conflicting conclusions about climatic variability and the nature of extreme 
weather events (e.g., droughts, severe storms, or both) support the need for additional studies with models 
featuring higher spatial resolution (Kiparsky and Gleick 2005, DWR 2006). 

Although various climate change models predict some increase in variability of weather patterns and an 
increasing incidence of extreme weather events, there is no consistency among the model results, with some 
predicting increased incidents of droughts and others predicting increased frequency of severe storm events. 
Given the uncertainty associated with projecting the type and extent of changes in climatic variability and the 
speculative nature of predicting incidents of extreme weather events, this potential climate change effect is not 
considered to have a reasonably foreseeable direct effect on potential flood risk along the FRLRP Segment 2 
levee. 

4.3.2.3 RUNOFF PATTERNS 

Detailed estimates of changes in runoff as a result of climate change have been produced for California using 
regional hydrologic models. By using anticipated, hypothetical, and/or historical changes in temperature and 
precipitation and models that include realistic small-scale hydrology, modelers have consistently seen substantial 
changes in the timing and magnitude of runoff resulting from projected changes in climatic variables (Kiparsky 
and Gleick 2005). Model results indicate that a declining proportion of total precipitation falls as snow as 
temperatures rise, more winter runoff occurs, and remaining snow melts sooner and faster in spring (Miller et al. 
1999, Knowles and Cayan 2002). In some basins, spring peak runoff may increase; in others, runoff volumes may 
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shift to earlier in the spring and winter (Kiparsky and Gleick 2005, DWR 2006). If snowpack declines, it is also 
possible that the incidence or severity of flood events resulting from “rain on snow” conditions could also decline. 

Hydrology in the Yuba-Feather River system (as well as almost all major Central Valley Rivers and the Delta) is 
highly dependent on the interaction between Sierra Nevada snowpack, runoff, and management of reservoirs. 
Potential changes made to the operation of the New Bullards Bar and Oroville Dams, such as amount of reservoir 
space retained for flood storage, retained annual carryover volumes, and timing and volume of releases in 
response to altered Sierra Nevada runoff patterns could substantially alter how those runoff patterns are 
experienced in the Yuba-Feather River system and at the FRLRP Segment 2 site. It is also possible that as climate 
change continues to progress over the next 50–100 years, new water storage projects (e.g., on-stream or offstream 
storage reservoirs, expanding capacity at existing reservoirs) may be put in place, either on the Yuba-Feather 
River system or elsewhere, that could allow for modifications to the operation of the New Bullards Bar and 
Oroville Dams. Given the integrated nature of the water system in California, even increased storage capacity 
outside the Yuba-Feather River system could benefit water management in the Yuba-Feather River system by 
allowing the New Bullards Bar and Oroville Dams to hold less retained water for domestic or agriculture use and 
retain more capacity for flood control. Therefore, although changed runoff patterns related to decreasing 
snowpack are reasonably foreseeable, significant uncertainties remain regarding how those changes may affect 
flow patterns in the Yuba-Feather River system. Runoff patterns in the Yuba-Feather River system depend not 
just on how climatic conditions might change, but also on a wide range of human actions and management 
decisions. 

Given the uncertainty associated with projecting changes in runoff patterns in the Yuba-Feather River system, this 
potential climate change effect is speculative and not considered to have a reasonably foreseeable direct effect on 
flood risk along the FRLRP Segment 2 levee. 

4.3.3 CONCLUSION 

Because of significant uncertainty in projecting future conditions related to the effects of climate change, the 
effects of climate change discussed above are not considered to have a reasonably foreseeable direct effect on 
flood risk along the FRLRP Segment 2 levee. Even if climate change were to result in some increase in flood 
stage elevation along the FRLRP Segment 2 levee, the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative and other action alternatives are designed to provide 200-year flood protection. Flows in the Feather 
River during high water events would need to increase significantly for the Applicant Preferred Alternative and 
other action alternatives to provide less than 100-year flood protection. In addition, the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative and other action alternatives substantially increase the level of flood protection provided by the 
FRLRP Segment 2 levee relative to existing conditions (i.e., increasing from 20-year flood protection to 200-year 
flood protection). Therefore, implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative and other action alternatives 
would make this levee segment more resistant to potential changes in flood risk conditions that might result from 
global climate change. 
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5.0 COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS  
AND REGULATIONS 

5.1 FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

5.1.1 NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC Section 470 et seq.), historic and archaeological 
data preservation, as amended (16 USC Section 469 et seq.), Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 USC 
Section 470aa et seq.), Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800), Abandoned Shipwreck Act (43 USC 
Section 2102 et seq.). 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800, 
as amended in 2004) require Federal agencies to consider the potential effects of their proposed undertakings on 
historic properties. Historic properties are cultural resources that are listed on, or are eligible for listing on, the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR 800.16[l]). Undertakings include activities directly carried 
out, funded, or permitted by Federal agencies. Federal agencies must also allow the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) to comment on the proposed undertaking and its potential effects on historic properties. 

Cultural resources surveys have been conducted throughout the project area. One potentially significant cultural 
resources site (CA-Yub-5) could be affected by project activities. A cultural resources assessment has been 
prepared and no significant adverse effects on cultural resources are anticipated with implementation of mitigation 
measures. On February 7, 2008, the Corps initiated consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. A Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 
(TRLIA), and the SHPO was prepared to address protection of cultural resources at the Segment 2 project site and 
the potential for adverse effects to CA-Yub-5. As a federally recognized tribe with a direct interest in the Area of 
Potential Effects for the project, the Enterprise Rancheria was invited to be a concurring party to the MOA. On 
May 12, 2008, the SHPO sent a letter to the Corps that affirmed the SHPO’s concurrence with the Corps’ 
determination of the Area of Potential Effects for the project. On June 12, 2008, the Corps sent the draft MOA to 
the Enterprise Rancheria and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) for review and comment. In 
correspondence sent to the Corps on July 3, the ACHP declined to participate in consultation (i.e., no objections 
were raised), and no response was received from the Enterprise Rancheria on the draft MOA. Consulting parties 
completed execution of the MOA on July 22, 2008. A Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) was prepared in 
accordance with the terms specified in the MOA and submitted to the Corps and the SHPO on August 21, 2008. 
The HPTP contains mitigation measures for potential effects on cultural resources that are consistent with those 
proposed in this EIS. Corps staff has indicated their concurrence with the HPTP, and no comments were received 
from the SHPO. A draft Cultural Resources Construction Monitoring and Inadvertent Discovery Plan 
(Construction Monitoring Plan) was also prepared to address required actions should previously unidentified 
cultural resources be uncovered during project construction. Once approved by the Corps and the SHPO, the 
Construction Monitoring Plan will be part of the HPTP. The HPTP has also been submitted to Enterprise 
Rancheria for review and comment; however, at the time this FEIS was prepared, no comments had been 
received. Upon completion of the above-described actions, the Applicant Preferred Alternative – Above Star Bend 
(ASB) Setback Levee Alternative (also referred to as the “Applicant Preferred Alternative”) will be in full 
compliance with the NHPA. 

5.1.2 CLEAN AIR ACT 

Clean Air Act (42 USC Section 1857 et seq. (1970), as amended and recodified, 42 USC Section 7401 et seq. 
[Supp II 1978]) 
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The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish national 
ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). EPA has established primary and secondary NAAQS for the following 
criteria air pollutants: ozone, respirable particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. The primary standards protect the public 
health and the secondary standards protect public welfare. The CAA also required each state to prepare an air 
quality control plan referred to as a State Implementation Plan (SIP). Under the CAA, the primary responsibility 
for planning for attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS rests with the state and local agencies. Accordingly, 
state and local air quality agencies are also designated as the primary permitting and enforcement authorities for 
most CAA requirements. 

An analysis of air quality impacts has been completed. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative would not exceed EPA’s general conformity de minimis thresholds or hinder the attainment of air 
quality objectives in the local air basin. The Applicant Preferred Alternative is in full compliance with the CAA. 

5.1.3 CLEAN WATER ACT (33 USC SECTION 1251 ET SEQ. [1976 & SUPP II 1978]) 

Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 establishes a requirement for a project applicant to obtain a permit from the 
Corps before engaging in any activity that involves discharge of dredged or fill material into “waters of the United 
States,” including wetlands. Fill material means 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. Examples of fill material include but are not limited to 
rock, sand, soil, clay, plastics, construction debris, wood chips, overburden from mining or other excavation 
activities, and material used to create any structure or infrastructure in waters of the United States. Waters of the 
United States include navigable waters of the United States; all other waters where the use, degradation, or 
destruction of the waters could affect interstate or foreign commerce; tributaries to these waters; and wetlands that 
are adjacent to these waters. Wetlands are defined as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water 
or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, 
a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Jurisdictional wetlands must meet 
three wetland delineation criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology. Many surface 
waters and wetlands in California meet the criteria for waters of the United States, including intermittent streams 
and seasonal wetlands. 

Under Section 404 of the CWA, the Corps regulates and issues permits for activities that involve the discharge of 
dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States. Fill of less than one-half acre of nontidal waters of the 
United States for a variety of projects can generally be authorized under USACE’s nationwide general permit 
(NWP) program, provided that the project satisfies the terms and conditions of the particular NWP. Fills that do 
not qualify for a NWP or regional general permit require an individual permit. 

Before the Corps can issue a permit under CWA Section 404, it must determine that the project is in compliance 
with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. The Section 404(b)(1) guidelines specifically require that “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” (CFR Title 40, Section 230.10[a] [40 CFR 
230.10(a)]). Based on this provision, the applicant is required to evaluate opportunities that would result in less 
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. A permit cannot be issued, therefore, in circumstances where a less 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative exists that would fulfill the project purpose. An alternative is 
practicable if it is available and capable of being done after cost, existing technology, and logistics are taken into 
consideration in light of the overall project purpose as determined by the Corps. If it is otherwise a practicable 
alternative, an area not presently owned by the project applicant(s) that could reasonably be obtained, used, 
expanded, or managed to fulfill the purpose of the proposed activity may be considered. 
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On June 13, 2007, EDAW, on behalf of TRLIA, submitted to the Corps a preliminary wetland delineation for 
Segment 2. An approved jurisdictional determination was completed on March 11, 2008. A copy of this 
delineation and the jurisdictional determination is provided in Appendix B. A Section 404 individual permit 
application for Segment 2 of the FRLRP, including an alternatives analysis in conformance with Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines, was submitted to the Corps in 2007. Consultation between the Corps and TRLIA on 
wetlands issues has included preparation of a conceptual mitigation plan, which has been accepted by the Corps 
as providing appropriate compensation for the project’s effects to waters of the U.S. TRLIA is also requesting 
permission from the Corps for alteration of a federal project levee pursuant to Section 14 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899 (Section 408). Issuance of the Section 404 permit will not occur until after the Section 408 
permission has been granted. The Corps decision about whether to grant TRLIA the requested Section 408 and 
Section 404 permissions is expected to be made in early November 2008. 

Refer to Section 3.6, “Waters of the United States and Wetlands,” for an analysis of the potential effects of the 
project on waters of the U.S., including wetlands. “Mitigation Measure 3.6-a: Complete Section 404 Permit 
Process and Mitigate for Wetland Acreage Affected on a ‘No-Net-Loss’ Basis,” describes the mitigation strategy 
contained in the conceptual mitigation plan. Once the Section 404 permit is granted, the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative will be in full compliance with the Clean Water Act. 

In accordance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, projects that apply for a Corps permit for discharge of 
dredged or fill material must obtain water quality certification from the appropriate regional water quality control 
board indicating that the project will uphold state water quality standards. An application for water quality 
certification was submitted to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in August 
2007 on behalf of TRLIA for the Applicant Preferred Alternative. 

5.1.4 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (16 USC SECTION 1531 ET SEQ.) 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) have regulatory 
authority over Federally listed species under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). Under ESA, a permit to 
“take” a listed species is required for any Federal action that may harm an individual of that species. Take is 
defined under ESA Section 9 as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Under Federal regulation, take is further defined to include habitat 
modification or degradation where it would be expected to result in death or injury to listed wildlife by 
significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. ESA Section 7 
outlines procedures for Federal interagency cooperation to conserve Federally listed species and designated 
critical habitat. Section 7(a)(2) requires Federal agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS to ensure that they 
are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed species. 

A list of threatened and endangered species that may be in the project area was obtained from USFWS. An 
evaluation of potential project effects was conducted. USFWS and NMFS began providing technical assistance 
directly to TRLIA regarding the FRLRP in February 2007. Biological Assessments prepared for species under the 
jurisdiction of the USFWS and NMFS were provided by the Corps to the respective agencies in November 2007, 
thereby initiating formal consultation with these agencies. The project could potentially affect two species under 
the jurisdiction of the USFWS: valley elderberry longhorn beetle and giant garter snake. Species under the 
jurisdiction of the NMFS that could be affected consist of three chinook salmon environmentally significant units 
(ESUs), one steelhead ESU, and green sturgeon, as well as essential fish habitat. With implementation of the 
mitigation measures proposed in the Biological Assessment prepared for NMFS, NMFS has concurred with a “not 
likely to adversely affect” determination for species and resources under its jurisdiction. On August 28, 2008, 
USFWS issued the final Biological Opinion (BO) for the Segment 2 setback levee project (Applicant Preferred 
Alternative). The final BO includes findings, recommendations, and mitigation measures addressing species and 
resources under its jurisdiction. The final BO is attached to this EIS in Appendix H, “Correspondence Regarding 
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Special-Status Species.” Consultation with USFWS under ESA Section 7 is complete, and the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in full compliance with the ESA. 

5.1.5 MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT OF 1918 (16 USC SECTION 703 ET SEQ.) AND 
EXECUTIVE ORDER 13186, RESPONSIBILITIES OF FEDERAL AGENCIES TO 
PROTECT MIGRATORY BIRDS 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), first enacted in 1918, implements domestically a series of treaties 
between the United States and Great Britain (on behalf of Canada), Mexico, Japan, and the former Soviet Union 
that provide for international migratory bird protection. The MBTA authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to 
regulate the taking of migratory birds; the act provides that it shall be unlawful, except as permitted by 
regulations, “to pursue, take, or kill any migratory bird, or any part, nest or egg of any such bird…” (U.S. Code 
Title 16, Section 703). This prohibition includes both direct and indirect acts, although harassment and habitat 
modification are not included unless they result in direct loss of birds, nests, or eggs. The current list of species 
protected by the MBTA includes several hundred species and essentially includes all native birds. The act offers 
no statutory or regulatory mechanism for obtaining an incidental take permit for the loss of nongame migratory 
birds. 

Compliance with the MBTA is being addressed through compliance with the ESA and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Mitigation measures to minimize potential project effects on nesting raptors, 
including preconstruction surveys, and establishing buffers around active nests, were committed to by TRLIA and 
its primary construction contractor through the CEQA environmental impact report (EIR) process. 
Implementation of the measures began with nesting raptor surveys within the project construction area 
commencing in February 2008. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in full 
compliance with the MBTA. 

Executive Order (EO) 13186 directs Federal departments and agencies to take certain actions to further implement 
the MBTA. Specifically, the Order directs Federal agencies, whose direct activities will likely result in the take of 
migratory birds, to develop and implement a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the USFWS that shall 
promote the conservation of bird populations. The Order would not affect Federal-aid projects because actions 
delegated to or assumed by nonfederal entities, or carried out by nonfederal entities with Federal assistance, are 
not subject to the Order, although such actions continue to be subject to the MBTA itself. Therefore, the FRLRP 
Segment 2 project is not subject to EO 13186. 

5.1.6 FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT (16 USC SECTION 661 ET SEQ.) 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) ensures that fish and wildlife receive consideration equal to that 
of other project features for projects that are constructed, licensed, or permitted by Federal agencies. The FWCA 
requires that the views of USFWS, NMFS, and the applicable state fish and wildlife agency be considered when 
impacts are evaluated and mitigation needs determined. Consideration of the USFWS position and 
recommendations is required by both FWCA and by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as part of the 
NEPA Scoping requirements. The USFWS position and recommendations must be documented in the 
administrative record. A Coordination Act Report (CAR) is required before the Record of Decision (ROD) is 
signed. 

The USFWS, NMFS, and the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) have provided coordinated input 
on the project through 2006, 2007, and 2008. A majority of the coordination was conducted via telephone 
conversations, meetings, and e-mail correspondence. Coordination with USFWS continues, and ESA Section 7 
consultation with NMFS and USFWS has been completed. TRLIA is currently consulting with DFG regarding 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Section 2081 incidental take authorization. Sacramento District Corps 
staff members coordinated with USFWS regarding preparation of the CAR, which was completed on October 2, 
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2008 (see Appendix H). The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in full 
compliance with the FWCA. 

5.1.7 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT (16 USC SECTION 1271 ET SEQ.), 
PRESIDENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL MESSAGE OF AUGUST 1979, AND COUNCIL ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (CEQ) MEMORANDUM OF AUGUST 10, 1980, FOR 
HEADS OF AGENCIES 

The purpose of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is to preserve and protect wild and scenic rivers and immediate 
environments for the benefit of present and future generations. The portions of the Feather River adjacent to the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative are not designated as components of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers system; therefore, compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is not required. 

5.1.8 SECTION 14 OF THE RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT OF 1899 (33 USC SECTION 
408), REFERRED TO AS “SECTION 408” FOR ALTERATION OF A FEDERAL 
PROJECT LEVEE 

Under Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC 408), referred to as “Section 408,” the 
Secretary of the Army, on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, may grant permission for the alteration 
of the Federal levee system by a non-Federal entity if the alteration would not be injurious to the public. All three 
action alternatives evaluated in this EIS would be subject to Section 408 permission. This EIS will be used to 
support the decision whether to grant permission for implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative – 
ASB Setback Levee Alternative or other action alternative pursuant to Section 408. 

TRLIA has requested approval from the California Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) to construct 
alterations proposed by TRLIA to the Federal project levee along the east bank of the Feather River within 
Reclamation District (RD) 784, Yuba County, California. In correspondence to the Corps on December 10, 2007, 
the CVFPB requested a determination from the Corps allowing alteration of the Federal project levee as proposed 
by TRLIA. A summary report describing the conditions of the existing system, the need for the project, details of 
the proposed alteration, and the public benefit from the alteration accompanied that request. Action on this request 
is pending completion of the NEPA process for this project. If the Section 408 permission is granted, the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative would be in full compliance with Section 408 
requirements. 

5.1.9 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988, FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977), directs Federal agencies to issue or amend 
existing regulations and procedures to ensure that the potential effects of any action it may take in a floodplain are 
evaluated and that its planning programs and budget requests reflect consideration of flood hazards and floodplain 
management. The purpose of this directive is “to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse 
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of 
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative.” Guidance for implementation of Executive 
Order 11988 is provided in the floodplain management guidelines of the U.S. Water Resources Council (40 CFR 
6030; February 10, 1978) and in A Unified National Program for Floodplain Management, prepared by the 
Federal Interagency Floodplain Management Taskforce. 

Improvements to the levees protecting the RD 784 area have been determined by the Corps, the State, and TRLIA 
to be the most feasible method of providing adequate flood protection to existing development in the RD 784 
area. Other options to improve flood protection for existing development, such as ring levees are raising of 
structures are not feasible due to the dispersed nature of development in the RD 784 area. Although the Applicant 
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Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative would fail to discourage further development within the 
basin, this action is consistent with efforts by the State of California to comprehensively address floodplain 
development and flood risk on a regional scale. The CVFPB April 2006 resolution includes various conditions 
that must be met to allow continued development, to which all parties agreed. TRLIA made a commitment to use 
its best efforts to complete all elements of the flood control program by 2008 to protect development proceeding 
in accordance with applicable plans. 

The Applicant Preferred Alternative will reduce the risk of flood loss and minimize the impact of floods on 
human health, safety, and welfare by strengthening existing flood control infrastructure protecting significant 
existing development. Because there is no practicable alternative to the floodplain development indirectly 
associated with the project, and because the project will improve flood control capacity, it satisfies Executive 
Order 11988. 

5.1.10 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990, PROTECTION OF WETLANDS 

The purpose of EO 11990 is to “minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and 
enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.” To meet these objectives, EO 11990 requires Federal 
agencies, in planning their actions, to consider alternatives to wetland sites and limit potential damage if an 
activity affecting a wetland cannot be avoided. EO 11990 applies to: 

► acquisition, management, and disposition of Federal lands and facilities construction and improvement 
projects which are undertaken, financed or assisted by Federal agencies; and 

► Federal activities and programs affecting land use, including but not limited to water and related land 
resources planning, regulation, and licensing activities. 

EO 11990 directs the Corps to provide leadership and take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation 
of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in implementing civil 
works. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative includes full compensation for any 
loss or degradation of wetlands. The Applicant Preferred Alternative is in full compliance with EO 11990. 

5.1.11 EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Environmental justice refers to “nondiscrimination in federal programs substantially affecting human health and 
the environment” and “providing minority communities and low-income communities with access to public 
information on, and an opportunity for public participation in, matters relating to human health or the 
environment.” In particular, it involves preventing minority and low-income communities from being subjected to 
disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects of federal actions. 

The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in full compliance with EO 12898 (see 
Section 3.16, “Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice”). Project construction would not affect any minority 
or low-income communities. Increased flood protection provided by the Applicant Preferred Alternative would 
directly benefit several minority and low-income communities in the RD 784 area. 

5.1.12 FARMLAND PROTECTION POLICY ACT (7 USC SECTION 4201 ET SEQ.) 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) is intended to minimize the impact of Federal programs with respect 
to the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. It ensures that, to the extent possible, Federal programs are 
administered to be compatible with state, local, and private programs and policies to protect farmland. 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is the agency primarily responsible for implementing the 
FPPA. 
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As discussed in the land use and agriculture section of this EIS, the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB 
Setback Levee Alternative would result in the irretrievable loss of approximately 210 acres of prime farmland, 
35 acres of farmland of statewide importance, and 2 acres of unique farmland to nonagricultural uses. 
Implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative would also lead to the removal of additional Important 
Farmland from agricultural production (e.g., conversion to habitat), although irretrievable losses of this land 
would not occur. However, the Applicant Preferred Alternative also provides increased flood protection to 
thousands of acres of existing cultivated farmland, including prime farmland and other important farmland 
designated by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). Farmland retained within the setback 
area would also be protected in perpetuity from future development pressures by being placed within the Feather 
River floodway. The Applicant Preferred Alternative is in full compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy 
Act. 

5.1.13 FEDERAL COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT (16 USC SECTION 1451-1465) 

The Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1451–1465) established the national policy to preserve, protect, 
develop, and restore the nation’s coastal zones. The Coastal Zone Management Act is intended to “encourage and 
assist” the states in developing, implementing monitoring and enforcing coastal management programs to achieve 
wise use of the land and water resources of the coastal zones, including the Great Lakes. The law provides for 
various grants to coastal states for development of coastal zone management plans, management of various 
programs once such plans are developed, and to encourage additional programs to preserve or restore certain 
areas, including deteriorating and underutilized urban waterfronts or ports. Provisions of the law establish 
extensive coordination, cooperation, and participation guidelines for Federal and state agencies, local 
governments, and the public. The Act establishes a Coastal Zone Management Fund and provides for coastal zone 
enhancement grants and technical assistance programs. 

The California Coastal Act (Public Resources Code Division 20) constitutes the Coastal Zone Management 
Program in California. The project site does not fall within the Coastal Zone, therefore this Act does not apply to 
the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative or other action alternatives. 

5.1.14 NOISE CONTROL ACT OF 1972 (42 U.S.C. 4901 TO 4918) 

The Noise Control Act establishes a national policy to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise 
that jeopardizes their health and welfare. It authorizes and directs that Federal agencies, to the fullest extent 
consistent with their authority under Federal laws administered by them, carry out the programs within their 
control in such a manner as to further the policy declared in 42 U.S.C. 4901. Each department, agency, or 
instrumentality of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of the Federal Government having jurisdiction 
over any property or facility or engaged in any activity resulting, or which may result in, the emission of noise 
shall comply with Federal, State, interstate, and local requirements respecting control and abatement of 
environmental noise. 

Compliance with the Noise Control Act is being addressed through compliance with the Yuba County Noise 
Ordinance and CEQA. Mitigation measures to minimize potential project effects on sensitive receptors, including 
restricting hours of construction, have been provided. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative is in full compliance with the Noise Control Act. 

5.1.15 MAGNUSON-STEVENS ACT (PUBLIC LAW [PL] 94-265) 

Section 305(b)(2)-(4) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act outlines the process for NMFS and the Regional Fishery 
Management Councils to comment on activities proposed by federal agencies (issuing permits or funding 
projects) that may adversely impact areas designated as essential fish habitat (EFH). EFH is defined as the waters 
and substrate necessary for fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity (16 USC 1802[10]). The Corps, 
through its permitting process, must either incorporate NMFS recommendations for minimizing effects to EFH 
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(measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate), or provide the basis for not adopting them. Under the Magnuson-
Stevens Act, NMFS and the eight regional Fishery Management Councils were directed to describe and identify 
EFH in the fishery management plans for the purposes of reducing the adverse effects of fishing on EFH and 
encouraging the conservation and enhancement of EFH. As described below in Section 5.1.15, the Magnuson-
Stevens Act was amended in 1996 through passage of the Sustainable Fisheries Act. Compliance with these acts 
is discussed below in Section 5.1.16, “Sustainable Fisheries Act (Public Law [PL] 104-297).” 

5.1.16 SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES ACT (PUBLIC LAW [PL] 104-297) 

In response to growing concern about the status of U.S. fisheries, the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public 
Law [PL] 104-297) was passed by Congress to amend the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (PL 94-265), the primary law governing marine fisheries management in the federal waters of 
the United States. Under the Sustainable Fisheries Act, consultation is required by NMFS on any activity that 
might adversely affect EFH. EFH includes those habitats that fish rely on throughout their life cycles. It 
encompasses habitats necessary to allow sufficient production of commercially valuable aquatic species to 
support a long-term sustainable fishery and contribute to a healthy ecosystem. 

NMFS has provided a letter concurring that if measures included in the Biological Assessment (BA) are 
implemented, the Action – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is not likely to adversely affect fisheries resources 
under its jurisdiction. TRLIA is already legally committed to implementing mitigation measures to protect water 
quality and minimize fish stranding through the CEQA EIR process. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB 
Setback Levee Alternative is in full compliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act, and consequently, the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

5.1.17 NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION AND REPATRIATION ACT OF 1990 
(104 STAT. 3048 PUBLIC LAW 101-601) (NAGPRA) 

For activities on Federal lands, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) requires 
consultation with "appropriate" Indian tribes (including Alaska Native villages) or Native Hawaiian organizations 
prior to the intentional excavation, or removal after inadvertent discovery, of several kinds of cultural items, 
including human remains and objects of cultural patrimony. For activities on Native American or Native 
Hawaiian lands, which are defined in the statute, NAGPRA requires the consent of the Indian tribe or Native 
Hawaiian organization prior to the removal of cultural items. The law also provides for the repatriation of such 
items from Federal agencies and federally assisted museums and other repositories. 

The FRLRP Segment 2 project does not involve federally-owned lands; therefore, NAGPRA does not apply. 

5.1.18 RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA), COMPREHENSIVE 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA) 
(TITLES 29, 40, AND 49 OF THE CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS [CFR]) 

At the federal level, the principal agency regulating the generation, transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
substances is EPA, under the authority of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). EPA regulates 
hazardous substance sites under the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). Applicable federal regulations are outlined in Titles 29, 40, and 49 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR). 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted on behalf of TRLIA for the Feather River Levee Repair 
Project (FRLRP) Segment 2 study area (GEI Consultants 2007). It was conducted in accordance with the 
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E1527-05, which addresses the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment process. The purpose of the Phase I assessment was to identify any recognized environmental 
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conditions within the study area. The assessment satisfies a mitigation requirement of the FRLRP EIR (TRLIA 
2006b). A draft Phase II Environmental Site Assessment was completed in May 2008 on behalf of TRLIA to 
assess conditions at two former underground storage tank (UST) sites in the project area (GEI Consultants 2008). 
This EIS contains mitigation measures to address remediation of any contaminated sites that are present at the 
project site. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in full compliance with 
these Acts. 

5.1.19 FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA) REGULATIONS FOR PROTECTING 
NAVIGABLE AIRSPACE (FAR PART 77) AND MANAGEMENT OF WILDLIFE 
HAZARDS ON AND/OR NEAR AIRPORTS (14 CFR 139) 

Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), “Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,” has been adopted as 
a means of monitoring and protecting the airspace required for safe operation of aircraft and airports. FAR Section 
77.13 requires that the FAA be notified of proposed construction or alteration of certain objects within a specified 
vicinity of an airport, including objects that exceed certain specified height limitations. The FAA is also 
responsible for enforcement of Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations, part 139 (14 CFR 139), including 
responsibilities relating to wildlife hazards and related safety concerns. 

The northern end of the project site lies partially within the overflight zone of the Yuba County Airport, a general 
aviation airport operated by Yuba County. No FRLRP activities will take place in or near the clear zones or 
approach zones, and the project does not propose to construct structures that would exceed height limitations nor 
create habitat that would conflict with airport operations (no habitat attractive to waterfowl would be created) in 
the overflight zone. These regulations do not apply to the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative or the other action alternatives. 

5.2 STATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

5.2.1 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

An EIR was certified by TRLIA in February 2007. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative is consistent with the EIR, although some modifications and more detailed information is available 
related to soil borrow areas, expansion of a waterside blanket, addition of a landside seepage berm, and 
reinforcement of Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) power lines. Separate addendums to the EIR verifying 
that these modifications and new information would not result in any new significant environmental effects were 
completed in April and May 2008, and both addendums have been certified by TRLIA. The Applicant Preferred 
Alternative is in full compliance with CEQA. 

5.2.2 THE CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD ENCROACHMENT PERMIT 

The CVFPB requires an encroachment permit for any activity along or near Federal flood control project levees 
and floodways or in CVFPB-designated floodways to ensure that proposed local actions or projects do not impair 
the integrity of existing flood control systems to withstand flood conditions. The CVFPB would require an 
encroachment permit and an approval of levee alteration through the permit process for the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. As a CEQA Responsible Agency, the CVFPB actively participated 
in the TRLIA’s CEQA process and reviewed TRLIA’s CEQA document. The CVFPB will use the EIR to ensure 
it has met the requirements of CEQA before deciding whether to approve or permit project elements over which it 
has authority. The Applicant Preferred Alternative is in full compliance with the CVFPB’s requirements. 
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5.2.3 CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION 

Under the CWA Section 401(a)(1), 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 with a Federal 
component that 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. The Section 401 water quality 
certification certifies that the proposed activity will not violate state water quality standards. The regional water 
quality control boards administer the Section 401 program with the intent of prescribing measures necessary to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse impacts of proposed projects on water quality and ecosystems. As CEQA 
Responsible Agencies, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the RWQCB actively participated 
in TRLIA’s CEQA process and reviewed TRLIA’s CEQA document. The SWRCB and the RWQCB will use the 
EIR to ensure that CEQA requirements have been met before deciding whether to approve the Section 401 water 
quality certification agreement. 

An application for a Section 401 water quality certification was submitted to the Central Valley RWQCB in 
August 2007 on behalf of TRLIA for the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative. A 
draft 401 agreement was provided by the RWQCB in May 2008 and is included in Appendix B of this EIS. The 
Applicant Preferred Alternative is in full compliance with the SWRCB’s requirements. 

5.2.4 STREAMBED ALTERATION AGREEMENT AND CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED 
SPECIES ACT SECTION 2081 INCIDENTAL TAKE AUTHORIZATION 

The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement for any activity 
that would change any lake, river, or stream in California. TRLIA has received a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
from DFG. CESA Section 2081 incidental take authorization would also be required for effects on state listed 
threatened/endangered species. TRLIA is currently in consultation with DFG regarding CESA Section 2081 
authorization. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in full compliance with 
the DFG regulations. 

5.2.5 CALIFORNIA SURFACE MINING AND RECLAMATION ACT 

The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) applies to entities seeking to conduct a surface-
mining operation. Removal of soil from borrow areas may be classified as “surface mining” and SMARA 
authorization is being sought from the State Mining and Geology Board. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – 
ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in partial compliance with the State Mining and Geology Board regulations 
and is expected to be in full compliance by the time the ROD is signed. 

5.2.6 STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER CONSULTATION 

Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is underway. Archaeological site CA-Yub-5, a 
prehistoric village site, is located in the vicinity of the proposed setback levee alignment. It appears that CA-Yub-
5 may be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) and the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) and therefore may be considered a historical resource. The Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is in full compliance with the regulations requiring SHPO 
consultation. 
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5.2.7 STATE LANDS COMMISSION LEASE 

The State Lands Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over all ungranted tidelands and submerged lands owned 
by the State and the beds of navigable rivers, sloughs, and lakes. A project cannot use these State lands unless a 
lease is first obtained from the State Lands Commission. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback 
Levee Alternative would not require the use of any State lands; therefore, no lease is required. 

5.2.8 STATE PLAN OF FLOOD PROTECTION 

The Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 (Act), passed by the California legislature, recognizes that the 
Central Valley of California is experiencing unprecedented development, resulting in the conversion of 
historically agricultural lands and communities to densely populated residential and urban centers. The Act notes 
that many of these areas are protected by levees that were originally built to reclaim and protect agricultural land; 
some of these levees have been improved to reflect the impact of urbanization, but most have not. Thus, the Act 
concludes, through many years of practice, a dichotomous system of flood protection for urban and rural lands has 
developed. 

Because of the potentially catastrophic consequences of flooding, the Act recognizes that the Federal 
government’s current 100-year flood protection standard is not sufficient to protect urban and urbanizing areas 
within flood-prone areas throughout the Central Valley and declares that the minimum standard for these areas is 
a 200-year level of flood protection. To continue with urban development, cities and counties must develop and 
implement plans for achieving this new standard by 2025. At the same time, the Act recognizes that 
improvements to earthen levees reduce but do not eliminate the risk of flooding. Hence, linking land use decisions 
to flood risk and flood protection estimates is only one element of improving protection for lives and property in 
the Central Valley. 

With respect to flood risk reduction, the Act calls upon the DWR to develop by the end of 2012 a comprehensive 
Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (also called the State Plan of Flood Protection) for protecting the lands 
currently within the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Flood Management System. The planning process is to be 
systemwide in nature, unfolding in three phases: (1) mapping of the 100-year and 200-year floodplains based on 
information from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study; (2) identification of the 
existing and proposed performance standards for all facilities within the flood management system; and 
(3) proposals for additional structural and nonstructural facilities that may become part of the flood management 
system, including bypasses, floodway corridors, floodplain storage, or other projects that expand the capacity of 
the system; increase and improve the quantity, diversity, and connectivity of riparian, wetland, floodplain, and 
shaded riverine aquatic habitats, including the agricultural and ecological values of these lands; minimize the 
flood management system operation and maintenance requirements; and promote the recovery and stability of 
native species populations and overall biotic community diversity. 

The Corps has implemented major modifications, reconstructions, and upgrades over the years in Segment 2 of 
the Feather River east bank levee in response to deficiencies identified during flood events. Two major federal 
flood protection efforts addressing the RD 784 area, the System Evaluation Project and the Yuba River Basin 
Project, resulted from the 1986 Central Valley floods and led to additional levee improvements in the RD 784 
area. Since 2003, YCWA and then TRLIA have completed various studies to determine necessary actions for 
RD 784 levees to meet current FEMA accreditation requirements, as well as provide a 200-year level of flood 
protection. The Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is a component of Phase 4 of 
TRLIA’s ongoing efforts to improve flood protection; the overall program and the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative have been well coordinated and integrated into flood planning 
efforts being implemented by the Corps, DWR, the CVFPB, and local agencies. Although the Central Valley 
Flood Protection Plan is not complete, the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative is 
fully consistent with the plan goals, policies, and objectives that are currently known. 
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5.3 LOCAL ORDINANCES 

5.3.1 FEATHER RIVER AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Air quality analysis based on coordination with the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) 
shows that project construction could result in emissions greater than local targets. However, FRAQMD requires 
best management practices be implemented for reducing emissions to help protect ambient air quality conditions. 
In addition to implementing these best management practices for reducing emissions, TRLIA would obtain all 
necessary permits from the FRAQMD. Accordingly, the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee 
Alternative is in full compliance with the local air district standards. 
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6.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

This chapter summarizes public and agency involvement activities undertaken by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) and the Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority (TRLIA) that have been conducted to date 
for this project, and which satisfy the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for public scoping 
and agency consultation and coordination. Pubic involvement conducted as part of compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is also described. When an environmental impact report (EIR) was prepared 
as part of the CEQA process, it addressed the same activities considered in this environmental impact statement 
(EIS) and included a significant public involvement effort. The long history of flooding in the region has 
profoundly affected local residents and businesses, and the notable ongoing efforts to repair the levees have 
involved interrelated environmental review and permitting processes. At the local level, TRLIA continues to keep 
area residents, business owners, and other interested individuals informed on flood protection plans for the 
Reclamation District (RD) 784 area. Publically-noticed monthly board meetings provide status updates on flood 
protection projects. TRLIA staff meet with local landowners as necessary to address individual concerns. TRLIA 
also maintains a Web site (http://www.trlia.org/) with details on the current status of flood control projects in 
south Yuba County. 

6.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT UNDER CEQA 

On June 14, 2006, TRLIA issued a notice of preparation (NOP) of a draft environmental impact report (DEIR) 
for the Feather River Levee Repair Project (FRLRP). The public comment period on the NOP ended on July 14, 
2006. A scoping meeting was held in Marysville on June 29, 2006, to solicit input on the scope of the DEIR from 
interested agencies, individuals, and organizations. 

In accordance with CEQA review requirements, the DEIR was distributed for public and agency review and 
comment for a 45-day period, which ended on September 18, 2006. The distribution list for the DEIR and the 
Notice of Availability included approximately 270 federal, state, and local agencies, as well as individuals 
residing within the project area. TRLIA held a public meeting in Marysville on September 6, 2006, to receive 
input from agencies and the public on the DEIR. In addition, written comments from the public, reviewing 
agencies, and interested parties were received during the review period. TRLIA published the final EIR (FEIR) 
for the FRLRP on November 2, 2006, which included responses to comments received on the DEIR. The TRLIA 
board certified the complete EIR at a publicly noticed meeting of the TRLIA Board of Directors on February 6, 
2007, and approved the alternative that includes construction of a setback levee along Segment 2 of the Feather 
River left bank levee. 

6.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT UNDER NEPA 

A notice was distributed to a mailing list on March 6, 2008, to announce the public scoping meeting and solicit 
input from interested agencies and the public as to the scope and content of the draft EIS (DEIS). The mailing list 
included public and private landowners within the project area. A notice of intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was 
published in the Federal Register on February 29, 2008. Notice of the public scoping meeting was published in 
the Sacramento Bee (a daily newspaper with a distribution area covering the project region) on March 9, 2008. 

The public scoping meeting was held on March 10, 2008, to brief interested parties on the proposed action, and 
obtain the views of local residents and other interested attendees on the scope and content of the DEIS. 
(Appendix K contains project scoping materials.) The meeting was presented in an open house format in the 
Board of Supervisors chambers at the Yuba County Government Center in Marysville. Representatives from the 
Corps, TRLIA, and environmental and engineering consultants to the Corps were available to answer questions 
and discuss aspects of the project. Attendees were provided the opportunity to submit comments on the content 
and scope of the DEIS. A court reporter was present at the meeting to record verbal comments, and comment 
sheets were provided to attendees for written comments. Details were given on how to submit comments to the 
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Corps after the meeting. No written comments were submitted at the meeting, and no comments were given to the 
court reporter. Written comments from a representative of Concerned Citizens for Responsible Growth were 
submitted to Corps staff during the public comment period. Those comments are included with the project 
scoping materials contained in Appendix K. 

The Corps circulated the DEIS for the Segment 2 project on July 11, 2008. Approximately 145 copies of the DEIS 
were sent to a mailing list that included local, state, and federal agencies; landowners in the project area; local 
libraries; elected officials; and other interested organizations and individuals. The Corps also issued an “All 
Interested Parties” notice to an additional mailing list of approximately 25 people. A Notice of Availability 
(NOA) was published in the Federal Register on July 11, 2008, and a second public meeting was held in 
Marysville on August 4, 2008, to receive comments on the DEIS from agency representatives and other interested 
parties. Meeting attendees included three members of the public. No comments were submitted to Corps staff, 
TRLIA representatives, or project consultants during the meeting. The sign-in sheet from the public meeting is 
reproduced in Appendix A, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.” Comments received on the DEIS during the 45-day public review period were considered during 
preparation of this FEIS. Those comment letters are reproduced in Appendix A. 

Newspaper articles regarding the FRLRP are regularly printed in the Marysville Appeal Democrat reporting on 
issues such as project funding, project schedule, and progress towards initiating construction. An article printed 
on March 21, 2008, titled, “Levee Project Gains; Hurdle Remains,” specifically mentioned the Corps’ preparation 
of an EIS. 

6.3 NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACT PROGRAM AND OTHER CULTURAL 
RESOURCES CONSULTATION 

On February 7, 2008, the Corps initiated consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between 
the Corps, TRLIA, and the SHPO was prepared to address protection of cultural resources at the Segment 2 
project site and the potential for adverse effects to CA-Yub-5. As a federally recognized tribe with a direct interest 
in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the project, the Enterprise Rancheria was invited to be a concurring 
party to the MOA. Additional coordination with the Enterprise Rancheria is described below. On May 12, 2008, 
the SHPO sent a letter to the Corps that affirmed the SHPO’s concurrence with the Corps’ determination of the 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the project. On June 12, 2008, the Corps sent the draft MOA to the Enterprise 
Rancheria and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) for review and comment. In 
correspondence sent to the Corps on July 3, the ACHP declined to participate in consultation (i.e., no objections 
were raised), and no response was received from the Enterprise Rancheria on the draft MOA. Consulting parties 
completed execution of the MOA on July 22, 2008. A Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) was prepared in 
accordance with the terms specified in the MOA and submitted to the Corps and the SHPO on August 21, 2008. 
The HPTP contains mitigation measures for potential effects on cultural resources that are consistent with those 
proposed in this EIS. Corps staff has indicated their concurrence with the HPTP, and no comments were received 
from the SHPO. A draft Cultural Resources Construction Monitoring and Inadvertent Discovery Plan 
(Construction Monitoring Plan) was also prepared to address required actions should previously unidentified 
cultural resources be uncovered during project construction. Once approved by the Corps and the SHPO, the 
Construction Monitoring Plan will be part of the HPTP. The HPTP has also been submitted to Enterprise 
Rancheria for review and comment; however, at the time this FEIS was prepared, no comments had been received 
by the Corps. 

On December 9, 2007, the Corps and EDAW staff attended a meeting with council and tribal members of the 
Enterprise Rancheria to discuss treatment of the CA-Yub-5 cultural resources site. A summary of concerns 
expressed by the tribal members is as follows: 
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► potential for erosion and sloughing at the site during flood events; 

► potential for trespass on the site and illegal collection of artifacts by “pothunters” after the project is complete; 
and 

► desire for appropriate treatment and protection of any resources that might be uncovered during and after 
project construction as a result of site disturbances and erosive forces. 

Tribal members in attendance expressed a strong desire to leave the site in place and to not cause potential 
disturbance to the site with further archaeological testing. Possible methods for site stabilization were discussed at 
the meeting. On January 31, 2008, the Corps sent a letter to the Enterprise Rancheria outlining a plan for limited 
testing of CA-Yub-5 to establish a baseline of information for evaluation of potential impacts of the project on the 
site.  

6.4 COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES 

A list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in the FRLRP project area was obtained from the  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 2006 in support of the CEQA EIR process. An evaluation of potential 
project effects was conducted. USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) began providing 
technical assistance directly to TRLIA regarding the FRLRP in February 2007. Biological Assessments were 
prepared for species under the jurisdiction of the USFWS and NMFS and provided by the Corps to the respective 
agencies in November 2007. This initiated formal consultation between the Corps and USFWS and NMFS. 
The Biological Assessments addressed the project described as the Applicant Preferred Alternative – Above Star 
Bend (ASB) Setback Levee Alternative (also referred to as the Applicant Preferred Alternative) in this EIS. 

In December 2007, NMFS provided a letter to the Corps determining that the Applicant Preferred Alternative is 
not likely to adversely affect species under its jurisdiction that might occur in the project area. NMFS also 
concluded that the Applicant Preferred Alternative would not adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat for Pacific 
salmon. Receipt of this letter concluded consultation for the Applicant Preferred Alternative (Appendix H, 
“Correspondence Regarding Special-Status Species”). On August 28, 2008, USFWS issued the final biological 
opinion (BO) addressing the potential effects of the Applicant Preferred Alternative on federally threatened 
terrestrial species, thereby completing Section 7 consultation between the Corps and USFWS. The final BO 
addresses USFWS findings, recommendations, and conservation measures to protect federally threatened species 
that could be affected by the project (Appendix H). 

On June 27, 2008, USFWS submitted a draft Coordination Act Report (CAR) to the Corps, in accordance with the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Section 661 et seq.) The CAR summarizes the status of consultation 
with the Corps and TRLIA, affirms its support of the Applicant Preferred Alternative, and states that consultation 
with the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and NMFS will be part of the process to finalize the 
CAR. USFWS submitted the completed CAR to the Corps on October 2, 2008 (Appendix H).  

As part of the formal consultation and provision of technical assistance described above, both the Corps and 
TRLIA have coordinated extensively with USFWS and NMFS. Coordination has consisted of numerous 
meetings, telephone conversations, and exchanges of e-mail and written correspondence. 

TRLIA is requesting permission from the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 
1344) for the placement of fill in jurisdictional waters of the United States. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is ultimately responsible for oversight of matters related to the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act as amended (federal Clean Water Act). For the FRLRP Segment 2 setback levee project, the Corps and the 
EPA share the responsibility for ensuring compliance with project activities that are subject to Section 404 of the 
CWA. Section 404 application materials submitted to the Corps in 2007 for the Segment 2 project include the 
preliminary wetland delineation (the approved jurisdictional determination was completed on March 11, 2008), 
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the Section 404 individual permit application, and the Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis (see Appendix B). 
The Corps has coordinated directly with the EPA on review of these materials. The Corps has also coordinated 
with the EPA during preparation of the EIS for the Segment 2 project. Responses to comments submitted by the 
EPA on the DEIS are contained in Appendix A of this FEIS, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.” 

Coordination between the Corps and/or TRLIA and other federal agencies will continue as needed. Copies of the 
DEIS were also sent to Region IX of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, the U.S. Department of the Interior, the National Resources Conservation Service, and the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs. To date, no comments on the DEIS have been received from those agencies. Although no 
particular environmental issues are anticipated to require consultation with federal agencies that have not 
previously been informed on the project, it is possible that future coordination could occur between TRLIA and 
federal agencies such as the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the Federal Aviation Administration, or the U.S. 
Geological Survey. 
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Central Valley Flood Protection Board Encroachment Permit.............................................................................5.2.2 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board................................................3.4.1.1, 3.4.3, 3.6, 5.1.3, 5.2.3 
Clean Air Act.........................................................................................................................................3.11.2.1, 5.1.2 
Clean Water Act Section 401 .....................................................................................................................5.1.3, 5.2.3 
Clean Water Act Section 404 ................................... 3.6, 3.6.1.1, 3.6.2.1, 3.6.2.2, 3.6.2.3, 3.6.2.4, 3.6.3, 5.1.3, 5.2.3 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) .....................3.5.1.2, 5.1.18 
Conceptual Mitigation Plan.....................................................................................................................3.6.3, 4.2.4.5 
Conservation easement .................... ES.10.1, 2.2.2.2, 3.1.2.2, 3.3.2.3, 3.6.3, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.2.3, 3.7.3, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.2.3, 
....................................................................................................................................................3.9.3, 4.1.2.4, 4.2.4.1 
Construction schedule .........................................................................2.2.2.2, 2.2.3, 3.11.2.3, 3.12.2.3, 3.13.2, 4.2.3 
Construction-related traffic ......................................................................................................2.2.2.2, 2.2.4.2, 3.13.1 
Contaminant .................. 3.4, 3.4.1.1, 3.4.2.2, 3.4.2.3, 3.4.2.4, 3.4.2.5, 3.4.3, 3.5.1.1, 3.5.2.2, 3.5.2.3, 3.5.2.5, 3.5.3, 
............... 3.8.2.2, 3.8.2.3, 3.8.2.4, 3.8.2.5, 3.8.3, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 3.9.2.5, 3.9.3, 3.11.1.2, 3.11.2.1, 4.1.2.11 
Corps flood protection projects ........................................................................1.8.1, 2.2.2.2, 3.2.1.2, 3.3.1.1, 4.2.3.2 
Cultural resources in the project area ...............................................................................................3.10.1.2, 3.10.2.1 
Cultural resources survey .........................................................................................................3.10.1.2, 4.2.4.6, 5.1.1 
Degradation of existing levee............................................................................................................................2.2.2.2 
Development (projects, history) .................................. 4.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.2, 4.1.2.3, 4.1.2.4, 4.1.2.5, 4.1.2.6, 4.1.2.7, 
.......................................................... 4.1.2.8, 4.1.2.9, 4.1.2.10, 4.1.2.11, 4.2, 4.2.2, 4.2.3.1, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.3.3, 4.2.4.1, 
..........................................................................................  4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3, 4.2.4.5, 4.2.4.6, 4.2.4.7, 4.2.4.9, 4.2.4.12 
Economics/cost............................................................................ ES.6, 2.1, 2.2.1, 2.2.2.2, 2.3, 3.1.2.1, 4.2.3.2, 5.1.3 
Elderberry shrub(s)......................................ES.10.1, ES.13, 2.2.2.2, 3.7.1.1, 3.7.1.3, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.2.3, 3.7.2.4, 3.7.3, 
................................................................................... 3.9.1.2, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 3.9.3, 4.1.2.4, 4.2.4.1, 4.2.4.5 
Emergency levee repairs....................................................................................................................................4.2.3.2 
Endangered Species Act ....................................................... 1.5.4, 1.9, 2.2.2.2, 3.8.1, 3.8.1.2, 3.8.2.1, 3.8.2.2, 3.8.3, 
..................................................................... 3.9.1, 3.9.1.2, 3.9.2.1, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.3, 4.2.4.4, 4.2.4.5, 5.1.4, 5.1.5, 5.1.6 
Environmental Site Assessment .........................................................3.5.1.1, 3.5.1.2, 3.5.2.2, 3.5.3, 4.1.2.11, 5.1.18 
Erosion........................................................ 1.3, 1.7, 1.8.3.1, 1.8.3.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.2.2, 2.2.4.1, 2.2.4.2, 4.1.2.2, 4.1.2.3, 
.............................................................................................................................4.2.3.2, 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3, 4.2.4.7, 6.3 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management................................................................................................5.1.8 
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Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands ................................................................................................5.1.10 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice .................................................................................................5.1.11 
Farmland Protection Policy Act .........................................................................................................................5.1.12 
Feather River Air Quality Management District ...................................... ES.13, 3.11.1.1, 3.11.1.2, 3.11.2.1, 4.1.2.7 
Feather River fisheries resources.......................................................................................................................3.8.1.1 
Federal Aviation Administration .......................................................................................................................5.1.19 
Federal general conformity thresholds ................................................................................................ ES.13, 3.11.2.1 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act .....................................................................................................................5.1.6 
Flood control ..................... ES.1, ES.3.2, ES.4, ES.5, ES.6, ES.7, ES.9, ES.10, ES.11.3, 1.2, 1.5.3, 1.7, 1.8.1, 1.8.2 
..... 1.9, 1.10, 2.0, 2.1, 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4.2, 2.3, 3.1.1.2, 3.1.1.2, 3.1.2.2, 3.2.1.1, 3.2.2.1, 3.2.2.2, 3.3.1.1, 
.. 3.3.2.2, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.1.1, 3.7.1.1, 3.10.1.1, 3.12.3, 3.14.2.2, 3.16.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.3, 4.2.1, 4.2.3.1, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.3.5, 
...................................................... 4.2.4, 4.2.4.1, 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3, 4.2.4.5, 4.2.4.7, 4.2.4.10, 4.3, 4.3.2.3, 5.1.8, 5.2.2 
Flood risk............................................ ES.2, ES.5, ES.8, 1.3, 1.8.3.13.3.2.3, 3.11.2.5, 3.16.2.5, 4.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.3, 
............................................................................ 4.2.4.3, 4.3, 4.3.1, 4.3.2,4.3.2.1, 4.3.2.2, 4.3.2.3, 4.3.3, 5.1.8, 5.2.8 
Floodplain Drainage Swale – see setback area drainage swale 
Flood protection efforts ............................................................ ES.6, 1.8, 1.8.1, 2.2.2.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4.3, 5.2.8 
Frequently Activated Floodplain ..........................................................................................................................3.6.3 
General construction plan..................................................................................................................................2.2.4.2 
General Re-Evaluation Report ....................................................................ES.6, ES.11.3, 1.5.3, 1.8.1, 2.2.1, 4.2.3.2 
Geomorphology............................... ES.10.1, ES.11.3, ES.13, 1.5.3, 2.3, 3.3, 3.3.1.4, 3.3.2.1, 3.3.2.4, 3.3.2.6, 3.3.3 
........................................................................................................................3.4.2.2, 3.14.2.2, 4.2.1, 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3 
Geotechnical ................... ES.1, ES.5, ES.10.1, 1.1, 1.7, 1.8.3.1, 2.2.1, 2.2.2.1, 2.2.2.2, 2.2.4.2, 2.3, 3.2.1.1, 3.2.2.3, 
....................................................................................................................................3.3.2.3, 3.5.1.1, 3.5.1.2, 4.2.4.3 
Giant garter snake.................ES.10.1, ES.13, 3.6.3, 3.7.1.3, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.2.3, 3.7.2.4, 3.7.2.5, 3.7.3, 3.9.1.2, 3.9.2.2, 
.................................................................................................. 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 3.9.2.5, 3.9.3, 4.1. 2.4, 4.2.4.5, 5.1.4 
Gilsizer Slough South Giant Garter Snake Conservation Bank ...........................33.6.3, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.3, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.3 
Global climate change ...............................................................................................................4.3, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3 
Ground failure/liquefaction ........................................................................................3.2.1.1, 3.2.2.1, 3.2.3.2, 3.2.2.5 
Groundwater ..................ES.11.3, ES13, 1.5.3.2, 2.3, 3.2.1.1, 3.3, 3.3.1.2, 3.3.2.1, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.2.4, 3.3.2.5, 3.3.2.6, 
.......................... 3.3.3, 3.4, 3.4.1.2, 3.4.2.2, 3.4.2.5, 3.5.1.1, 3.6.1.2, 3.14.2.1, 3.14.2.2, 4.1.2.3, 4.2.1, 4.2.4.3, 5.1.3 
Habitat enhancement ..................................................................................................................................3.8.3, 3.9.3 
Habitat types....................................................... 3.4.2.2, 3.6.1.1, 3.6.1.2, 3.6.2.2, 3.6.3, 3.7, 3.7.1.1, 3.9.1.1, 3.9.1.2 
Historic Property Treatment Plan..........................................................................................................3.10.3, 4.2.4.6 
Hydraulic benefits ................................................................................................................................2.1.2.2, 2.2.2.2 
Hydraulic effects ...................................................................................................................... ES.11.3, 1.5.3, 3.3.2.2 
Important Farmland ................................ ES.10.1, ES.11.3, ES13, 1.5.3, 2.3, 3.1.1.2, 3.1.2, 3.1.2.1, 3.1.2.2, 3.1.2.3, 
.............................................................................................................................3.1.2.4, 3.1.3, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.2.4, 4.2.1 
Inundation Area (from 100-year flood event) ....................................................................ES.5, ES.13, 4.1.2.1, 4.2.4 
Jurisdictional habitat types ................................................................................................................................3.6.1.2 
Lake Oroville Surcharge Operations and Thermalito Afterbay Emergency Reoperation.................................4.2.3.2 
Land ownership and jurisdiction .......................................................................................................................3.1.1.2 
Land use designations and zoning.....................................................................................................................3.1.1.2 
Levee conditions......................................................................................................................2.2.2.1, 3.2.1.2, 3.3.1.1 
Levee design flows .................................................................................................................................. ES.3.3, 1.6.2 
Local air quality thresholds .............................................................................................................................3.11.2.1 
Local drainage ....................................................................... ES.10.1, 3.3.1.3, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.3, 3.4.2, 3.14.2.1, 4.2.4.3 
Local land uses ............................................................................................... ES.13, 3.1.1.2, 3.1.2.2, 3.1.2.3, 4.2.4.1 
Local noise regulation ...................................ES.10.1, ES.13, 3.12.2.1, 3.12.2.2, 3.12.2.3, 3.12.2.4, 3.12.2.5, 3.12.3 
Marysville Ring Levee .................................................................................................................. ES.6, 1.8.1, 4.2.3.2 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act................................................................................. ES.13, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.2.3, 3.7.2.4, 5.1.5 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) ................................................................ ES. 11.4, 1.5.4, 2.2.2.2, 3.10.3, 5.1.1 
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Modesto Formation ..............................................................ES.10.1, ES.10.2, 2.3, 3.10.3, 3.2.1.1, 3.2.2.4, 3.15.1.2, 
.............................................................................................................3.15.2.3, 3.15.3.2, 3.15.3.3, 3.15.3.4, 4.2.4.11 
National Historic Preservation Act........................................................ ES.11.4, 1.5.4, 2.2.2.2, 3.10.3, 4.2.4.6, 5.1.1 
Noise Control Act of 1972 ................................................................................................................................5.1.14 
Noise levels ...............................................ES.10.1, ES.13, 3.12.1.1, 3.12.1.2, 3.12.1.3, 3.12.2.1, 3.12.2.2, 3.12.2.3, 
..................................................................................................... 3.12.2.4, 3.12.2.5, 3.12.2.5, 3.12.3, 4.1.2.8, 4.2.4.8 
Noise-sensitive receptors.....................................................................................................................3.12.1.1, 3.12.3 
Ordinary High Water Mark ........................................................................................................2.2.1, 3.6.1.1, 3.6.2.4 
Pesticide.................................................................... 3.4, 3.4.1.1, 3.4.2.2, 3.5, 3.5.1.1, 3.5.2.2, 3.5.3, 4.1.2.4, 4.2.4.5 
Population and housing ........................................................................................................................3.0.2.1, 4.1.2.1 
Pump Station No. 3.................. ES.2, ES.3.1, ES.6, ES.10.1, ES.10.2, ES.10.3, ES.10.4, 1.3, 1.6.1, 1.7, 1.8.1, 2.2.1 
................. 2.2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4.2, 3.1.2.2, 3.1.2.3, 3.1.2.4, 3.2.1.1, 3.2.2.3, 3.3.1.3, 3.3.2.3, 3.4.2.2, 3.4.2.4, 3.6.2.2, 
...... 3.6.2.4, 3.7.1.1, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.2.3, 3.7.2.4, 3.8.2.2, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 3.11.2.3, 3.11.2.4, 3.12.2.2, 3.12.2.3, 
............ 3.12.2.4, 3.13.2.3, 3.14.1.2, 3.14.2.1, 3.14.2.2, 3.15.3.2, 3.15.3.4, 3.16.2.4, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.4.1, 4.2.4.7, 4.2.4.8 
Recognized environmental conditions........................................................................................3.5.1.1, 3.5.1.2, 3.5.3 
Removing obstacles to growth ................................................ 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.2.3.22, 4.2.4.1, 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3, 4.2.4.5 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) ..................................ES.6, ES.10.1, 1.8.1, 1.8.3.2, 2.1, 2.2.2.2, 
.........................................................................................................................3.13.2.2, 3.4.2.4, 3.5.1.2, 3.5.3, 5.1.18 
Ring levee.................................................ES.6, ES.10.1, 1.8.1, 1.8.3.2, 2.1, 2.2.2.2, 3.13.2.2, 3.4.2.4, 4.2.3.2, 5.1.8 
Riverbank Formation.........................................................................................................................................3.2.1.1 
Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation Phase II Project (also System Evaluation Project) ................... 
.......................................................................... ES.6, ES.7, ES.8, 1.8.1, 1.8.2,1.8.3.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.4.2, 5.2.8 
Section 7 – see Endangered Species Act 
Section 404 permit ...........................................ES.6, ES.10.4, ES.11, ES.12, ES.13, 1.5.4, 1.9, 3.6, 3.6.1.1, 3.6.2.1, 
.............................................................................................................3.6.2.2, 3.6.3, 3.6.2.4, 3.6.2.3, 3.7.1.3, 4.1.2.4 
Section 408 permission..........ES.1, ES.6, ES.10.4, ES.11.4, ES.12, 1.1, 1.5.4, 1.9, 2.2.2.2, 2.3, 4.2.3.5, 5.1.3, 5.1.8 
Section 1602 permit – see Streambed Alteration Agreement 
Seepage berms......................................ES.6, ES.10.1, 1.8.1, 1.8.3.2, 2.2.4.2, 3.2.2.4, 3.2.2.5, 3.4.2.4, 4.2.3.2, 5.2.1 
Seismicity and fault zones .................................................................................................................................3.2.1.1 
Sensitive biological resources ...........................................................................................................................3.7.1.3 
Setback area drainage swale ......................................................................................................3.4.2.2, 3.6.2.2, 3.6.3, 
...........................................................................................................................3.8.2.2, 3.8.3, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.3, 3.12.2.2 
Setback levee construction .................................... 2.2.2.2, 2.2.3, 3.3.2.4, 3.5.1.1, 3.5.2.2, 3.10.2, 3.10.2.2, 3.11.2.3, 
.................................................................................................................3.13.2.2, 3.13.2.3, 3.14.2.2, 4.2.4.1, 4.2.4.7 
Short-term air quality impacts ............................................................................................................................3.11.3 
Site 7 ................................................................................................................................ ES.6, 1.8.1, 2.2.2.2, 3.3.1.1 
Slurry cutoff wall........... 2.2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4.2, 2.3, 3.2.2.4, 3.2.2.5, 3.4.2.4, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.2.4, 3.3.2.5, 3.5.2.4, 3.5.3, 
.................................................................... 3.11.2.3, 3.11.2.4, 3.12.2.3, 3.13.2.3, 3.13.2.4, 3.15.3.2, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.4.7 
Soil resources ....................................................................................................................................................3.2.1.2 
Special-status fish species .............................. 3.8.1.2, 3.8.2.1, 3.8.2.2, 3.8.2.3, 3.8.2.4, 3.8.2.5, 3.8.3, 3.9.3, 3.9.1.3, 
................................................................................................................................................3.9.2.2, 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 
Special-status plant species ..........................................................................................3.7.1.3,, 3.9.1, 3.9.1.1, 3.9.2.1 
Special-status wildlife species ................... ES.13, 3.7.1.3, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.2.3, 3.7.2.4, 3.9.1.2, 3.9.2.2, 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 
.................................................................................................................................................................3.9.2.5, 3.9.3 
State Plan of Flood Protection..............................................................................................................................5.2.8 
System Evaluation Project – see Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation Phase II Project 
Stage 1 construction ............................................................................................................ ES.10.1, 2.2.2.2, 3.13.2.2 
Stage 2 construction ............................................................................................. ES.10.1, 2.2.2.2, 3.12.2.2, 3.13.2.2 
Staging areas and access routes ....................................................................................2.2.2.2, 2.2.4.2, 3.1.2.2, 3.1.3, 
.................................................................................................................3.11.2.2, 3.12.2.5, 3.13.2.1, 3.2.2.3, 3.2.2.5 
State Lands Commission ......................................................................................................................................5.2.7 
State Mining and Geology Board ............................................................................................................3.2.1.2, 5.2.5 
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Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) ....................... 3.2.2.3, 3.2.2.5, 3.2.2.6, 3.4.3, 3.8.3, 3.9.3, 4.1.2.3, 
.................................................................................................................................................4.2.4.3, 4.2.4.4, 4.2.4.2 
Streambed Alteration Agreement .................................................................. ES.13, 3.6.3, 3.8.3, 3.9.3, 4.2.4.3, 5.2.4 
Subsidence and settlement.................................................................................................................................3.2.1.1 
Sustainable Fisheries Act ......................................................................................................................5.1.15, 5.1.16 
Toxic air contaminants ....................................................................................................................................3.11.2.1 
Traffic ...........................ES.10.1, ES.13, 2.2.2.2, 2.3, 3.11.3, 3.12.1.2, 3.12.1.3, 3.12.2.2, 3.13.2.4, 3.13.2.5, 3.13.3, 
............................................................. 3.13, 3.13.1, 3.13.1.1, 3.13.1.2, 3.13.2.1, 3.13.2.2, 3.13.2.3, 3.14.2.4, 3.14.3 
TRLIA’s four-phase program of flood control improvements .................................... ES.10.1, 1.8.3, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.3.4 
Underseepage .................................. ES.2, ES.5, ES.6, Es.10.1, ES.10.3, ES.10.4, ES.11.3, 1.3, 1.53, 1.7.1, 1.8.3.2, 
....................... 2.2.1, 2.2.2.1, 2.2.2.2, 2.2.4.1, 2.2.4.2, 2.3, 3.1.2.5, 3.2.2.4, 3.2.2.5, 3.2.2.6, 3.3.1.1, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.2.6, 
. 3.4.2.5, 3.5.2.5, 3.7.2.5, 3.8.2.5, 3.9.2.5, 3.11.2.5, 3.13.2.5, 3.12.2.5, 3.14,2.5, 3.15.3.5, 3.16.2.5, 3.19.2.4, 4.2.3.2 
Utilities .....................................................................ES.10.1, ES.13, 2.2.2.2, 2.2.4.2, 3.1.3, 3.12.2.2, 3.13, 3.13.2.1, 
..................................... 3.14, 3.14.1.2, 3.14.2.1, 3.14.2.2, 3.14.2.3, 3.14.2.4, 3.14.2.5, 4.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.3, 4.1.2.10 
Waste discharge requirements ..........................................................ES.10.1, ES.13, 3.4.2.1, 3.4.2.2, 3.4.2.3, 3.4.2.4 
Water demand and available water supply ..............................................................................3.3.2.3, 3.3.2.4, 4.1.2.3 
Water quality .................................................. ES.6.1, ES.13, ES.10.1, 3.2.2.6, 3.4, 3.4.1.1, 3.4.1.2, 3.4.2.1, 3.4.2.2, 
3.4.2.3, 3.4.2.4, 3.4.2.5, 3.4.3, 3.5, 3.5.2.2, 3.5.2.3, 3.5.3, 3.6, 3.6.3, 3.8.2.2, 3.8.2.3, 3.8.2.4, 3.8.2.5, 3.8.3, 3.9.2.2, 
......... 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 3.9.2.5, 3.9.3, 3.10.1.1, 3.11.3, 4.1.2.3, 4.1.2.10, 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3, 4.2.4.4, 5.1.3, 5.1.16, 5.2.3 
Waters of the U.S., including wetlands ........... ES.10.1, ES.10.3, ES.13, , 1.1, 1.9, 2.2.2.2, 2.3, 3.1.2.5, 3.6, 3.6.2.1, 
................................................................................ 3.4.1, 3.4.3, 3.6, 3.6.1, 3.6.2, 3.6.3, 3.7.1, 3.9, 4.1.2, 4.2.4, 5.1.3 
....................................................................... 3.6.2.2, 3.6.2.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.7.1.1, 3.7.1.3, 3.16.2.5, 5.1.3, 5.1.16, 5.2.3 
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