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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

1.1 Introduction

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended, this Supplemental Environmental
Assessment (SEA)/Initial Study (IS) has been prepared to update, discuss, and disclose
potential effects, beneficial or adverse, that may result from the proposed design refinements to
Phases 2B and 3 of the Marysville Ring Levee Project (MRL Project).

In April 2010, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) published its Final
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) for the MRL Project. The 2010 EA/IS
described the anticipated direct and indirect impacts expected to occur as a result of the
proposed levee improvements. The MRL Project is a cooperative effort between the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), the State of California, acting by and through the Central Valley
Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), and the Marysville Levee District (MLD).

1.1.1 Project Authorization

The Yuba River Basin, California Project (““Authorized Project”) was authorized for
construction in the Water Resources Development Act of 1998, Pub. L. 106-53, 8§ 101(a)(10),
112 Stat. 269, 275 (hereinafter “WRDA 1999”), as amended by the Water Resources
Development Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 110-114, § 3041, 121 Stat. 1041, 1116 (hereinafter
“WRDA 2007”), and consists of three reaches: Reach 1 (Linda/Olivehurst), Reach 2 (Best
Slough/Lower RD 784), and Reach 3 (Marysville).

A General Reevaluation of the Authorized Project was initiated to re-assess the project
for new under-seepage criteria, and a General Reevaluation Report (GRR) was being prepared.
Prior to completion of the GRR, local interests began constructing improvements to the Yuba,
Feather and Bear Rivers and Western Pacific Interceptor Canal (WPIC) levees in Reaches 1
and 2. During post-authorization studies, Reach 3, the MRL Project, was approved for
construction as a separable element of the Authorized Project. An Engineering Documentation
Report (EDR) was completed in April 2010 which found that, although design changes were
necessary, they did not constitute a change in scope, and the MRL Project was approved to
proceed to construction as a separable element of the Authorized Project. As a result, a
Project Partnership Agreement (MRL PPA) was executed in 2010 and federal construction of
the MRL Project commenced in 2010.

In order to apply credit for advance work completed in Reach 1 towards the non-
Federal cost share of the Marysville Ring Levee element of the Authorized Project, a Post
Authorization Documentation Report (PADR) was completed and approved in December 2012,
a subsequent Integral Determination Report (IDR) was completed and approved in February
2014, and the MRL PPA was amended on March 17, 2017 to include Reach 1 within the scope
of the MRL Project.
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1.1.2 Marysville Ring Levee Project Location and Background

The City of Marysville is located in Yuba County approximately 50 miles north of
Sacramento, California. The City is bordered by Yuba River to the south, Jack Slough to the
north and Feather River to the West (Figure 1). The Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) surrounds
and protects the City from potential flooding from these three water sources. The MRL
consists of 7.5 miles of levee ranging in height from 17 to 28 feet.
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Figure 1. MRL Project (Vicinity) Map.
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The 2010 MRL Engineering Document Report (EDR) and EA/IS address the engineering
and environmental aspects of the proposed levee improvements for the entire Marysville flood
protection system. Planned levee improvements address under-seepage, through-seepage,
embankment slope stability, utility penetrations, constructability, settlement and geometrical
corrections to the levee embankment. The 2010 EA/IS recommended and analyzed
implementation of these improvements over multiple phases, as a result, the MRL Project
activities were initially divided into Phases 1 through 4.

After development of the 2010 EDR, Phase 2 was further sub-divided into 2A, 2B, and
2C, to better facilitate design and construction (Figure 2). Phase 1 was constructed in 2011 and
portions of Phase 4 were constructed in 2016 and 2017. Construction of Phase 2A-North was
completed in fall 2018. Since release of the 2010 EA/IS, one Supplemental Environmental
Assessment/Initial Study has been completed for 2A-South and 2C with construction for those
phases scheduled for 2019 and 2020 respectively (USACE 2018).

Design Documentation Reports (DDR) and supplemental environmental documentation,
where necessary, are being prepared and utilized to document changes in design, costs, benefits
and environmental effects since completion of the 2010 EDR and the 2010 EA/IS.
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1.2 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) improvements would reduce the risk of levee
failure along Phases 2B and 3 (Project Area), therefore reducing the risk of flooding to the city of
Marysville. Since authorization, significant geotechnical concerns have been identified, including
levee under-seepage and through-seepage. Design refinements to the MRL are necessary to
maintain structural integrity and prevent damage during a future flood event.

Current design refinements address the geotechnical concerns related to the seepage and
stability of the MRL. All levee segments in the Project Area require improvements to meet
current levee design standards set by USACE. These improvements include the addition of a
cutoff wall in each segment, levee realignment in specific locations, and a levee slope increase to
meet the new standard (3H:1V).

1.3 Purpose and Need for Supplemental Environmental
Documentation

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (SEA/IS), is being prepared
to assess the potential direct, indirect and cumulative environmental effects associated with
proposed levee design refinements to Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project not originally
discussed in Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010). The Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations specify that supplements are required if: (i)
USACE makes substantial changes in the Proposed Action that are relevant to environmental
concerns; or (ii) there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the Proposed Action or its impacts. CEQA specifies that
a supplemental document is necessary when (i) any of the conditions for a subsequent document
are met (2018 CEQA Guidelines Section 15162) and, (ii) only minor additions or changes
would be necessary to make the previous environmental document adequately apply to the
project in the changed situation.

The current design refinements address geotechnical concerns related to the seepage and
stability of the MRL. This SEA/IS describes the proposed design refinements and evaluates the
changes in effects (if any) to the Proposed Action or its impacts. In addition, recent hydraulic
analyses and designs (USACE 2017a, 2017b), have indicated a need for erosion protection
measures to include placement of additional rock slope protection in Phase 2B. Erosion
protection measures are not required in Phase 3, however, monitoring and maintenance is
recommended in locations that are susceptible to erosion (see Section 2.2.3). Any recommended
erosion protection measures for the MRL would be constructed under a separate Phase (i.e.,
Phase 4B), following completion of the current construction plan. Once engineering designs are
complete, supplemental environmental documentation would be developed, if needed, to ensure
compliance with all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and policies.

This SEAV/IS is in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. §
4321 et seq.) (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public
Resources Code 8§ 21000 et seq.) (CEQA), and provides full disclosure of the effects of the
proposed action.
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1.4 SEAJ/IS Organization and Previous Environmental Documentation

This SEA/IS, prepared by USACE and CVFPB as cooperating agencies, supplements
existing analyses and updates potential environmental effects resulting from proposed levee
design refinements. USACE and CVFPB identified and reviewed new information to determine
if any resources and effects previously analyzed should be re-evaluated or if the new information
could alter previous effects determinations.

Previous joint NEPA/CEQA documentation (USACE 2010) described the Affected
Environment in detail and evaluated the potential effects on resources of concern. The
conclusions of the existing effects analyses for most resources, except those resources discussed
in more detail herein, have been determined to be valid since the scope has remained the same,
and because the relevant Federal and State laws have not changed in a manner that would require
re-evaluation of these resources. Those environmental effects are summarized in Section 3 of the
MRL EA/IS (USACE 2010).

1.5 Decisions to Be Made

This SEA/IS supplements the previous analyses or information presented in existing
joint NEPA/CEQA documentation (USACE 2010), however, the analyses in Sections 3.2.1
through 3.2.6 of the existing joint NEPA/CEQA documentation have not changed and will
not be reiterated in this supplement. This supplement presents updated information
regarding Public Utilities, Land Use and Socioeconomics, Agriculture and Prime and
Unique Farmlands, Water Resources and Quality, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases,
Vegetation and Wildlife, Special Status Species, Recreation, Cultural Resources, Traffic and
Circulation, as well as Noise and Vibration. Resources not considered herein would remain
consistent with the 2010 EA/IS.

The District Engineer, commander of the Sacramento District, must decide whether
or not the Proposed Action qualifies for a mitigated Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) under NEPA or whether an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be
prepared. In addition, the CVFPB must decide if the Proposed Action qualifies for a
Supplemental Mitigated Negative Declaration (SMND) under CEQA or whether an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared.

1.6 Laws, Regulations, and Policies

1.6.1 Federal Requirements

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940, as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 668-668c,
et seg. Full Compliance. This Act prohibits anyone, without a permit issued by the Secretary of
the Interior, from "taking™ bald eagles, including their parts, nests, or eggs. The Act provides
criminal penalties for persons who "take, possess, sell, purchase, barter, offer to sell, purchase
or barter, transport, export or import, at any time or any manner, any bald eagle ... [or any
golden eagle], alive or dead, or any part, nest, or egg thereof." The Act defines "take™ as
"pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, Kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb."”
Preconstruction surveys would be conducted by a qualified Corps biologist—if any eagle nests
are sighted in or near the Project Area, an appropriately sized protective buffer would be
established in coordination with USFWS and the area would be avoided until the nests were no
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longer active.

Clean Air Act of 1972, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 7401, et seq. Full Compliance.
Section 3.2.1 of this document discusses the effects of the Proposed Action on local and regional
air quality. The analysis indicates that the expected emissions for each phase of construction
would not exceed federal de minimis thresholds and is therefore compliant with the Federal
Clean Air Act. However, Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project are anticipated to exceed local
Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) thresholds for NOx and PMyo.
Mitigation measures to reduce emissions are discussed in Section 3.2.1.4.

Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 8 1251, et seq. Full Compliance.
The CWA is the primary Federal law governing water pollution. It established the basic
structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into waters of the U.S. and gives U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency authority to implement pollution control programs. In some
states, including California, USEPA has delegated authority to regulate the CWA to State
agencies. The Proposed Action is not expected to have impacts on water quality.

Section 303. Section 303 of the CWA requires states to adopt water quality standards
that "consist of the designated uses of the navigable waters involved and the water quality
criteria for such waters based upon such uses." See Section 1.6.2 State of California
Requirements, California Water Code.

Section 401. Section 401 of the CWA regulates the water quality for any activity that
may result in discharge into navigable waters; these actions must not violate Federal water
quality standards. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and
Central Valley RWQCB administer Section 401 and either issue or deny water quality
certifications that typically include project-specific requirements established by the RWQCB.
The MRL Phases 2B and 3 Project incorporates a work exclusion buffer beginning at the
Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) and extending 25 feet landward (horizontal). No
construction, construction-related work, or operation and maintenance activities for the levee
improvements would occur within the work exclusion buffer or below the OHWM. There would
be no affect to water quality, therefore, a 401 Water Quality Certification is not required.

Section 402. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. In
California this Federal program has been delegated to the State of California for implementation
through the SWRCB and the RWQCBs. The NPDES Permit Program regulates point sources
that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States. Construction that involves clearing,
grading, and excavating activities that disturb one acre or more, including smaller sites in a
larger common plan of development or sale must obtain coverage under a General NPDES
permit (Construction General Permit) for their stormwater discharges. A project-specific
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for NPDES permit coverage for
stormwater discharges. Since Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project would disturb more than one
acre of land and involve possible storm water discharge to surface waters, the contractor would
be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from
the CVRWQCB. As part of the permit, the contractor would be required to prepare a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) identifying best management practices to be used in
order to avoid or minimize any adverse effects of construction on surface waters.

Section 404. Section 404 of the CWA regulates discharge of fill material into waters of
the United States. When USACE is the action agency it complies with the substantive
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requirements of the CWA but does not permit itself. Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project
would not discharge dredge or fill material into waters of the United States, therefore, a Clean
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) evaluation is not required.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 661, et seq.
Full Compliance. USACE has coordinated with the USFWS to determine the effects on
vegetation and wildlife. The USFWS previously prepared a Coordination Act Report (CAR) to
address the effects on these resources for the MRL Project in the 2010 EA/IS. A final
Supplemental CAR was prepared by USFWS for Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project on March
27,2019 (Appendix B). This document contains additional recommendations to mitigate any
adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources and their habitat resulting from the proposed
levee improvements within the Project Area. All recommendations outlined in the Supplemental
CAR would be implemented and have been integrated into the mitigation measures for
vegetation and special status species.

Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 1531, et seq.
Full Compliance. An updated list of threatened and endangered species that may be affected
by Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project was obtained from the USFWS website on April 16,
2019 (Appendix C). The updated list indicated there was no change to the species list from what
was previously analyzed. Two federally-listed species have the potential to be affected by the
Project—the valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) and giant garter snake (GGS). USACE
formally consulted with USFWS for potential project effects on the VELB and GGS, and
received a Biological Opinion (BO) dated April 13, 2010. The construction activities discussed
in this SEA/IS would result in additional effects (i.e., beyond those addressed in the 2010
consultation) on the VELB and GGS. USACE reinitiated formal Section 7 ESA consultation
with USFWS and received an amended BO, dated March 13, 2019 (Appendix E). The
proposed haul routes for Phase 2B have been revised in response to a comment received during
the public review period. The haul route revision has reduced the Phases 2B and 3 Project
footprint; therefore, this change would not result in any additional effects to special status
species beyond what has already been analyzed in the SEA/IS and determined in the amended
BO.

Additionally, USACE, as the action agency, has made the determination that there
would be no effect on any listed fish species under the jurisdiction of the National Marine
Fisheries Service because there would be no in-water work. As a result, no formal consultation
is required with NMFS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

Executive Order 11988, Flood Plains Management. Full Compliance. This order
directs all Federal agencies approving or implementing a project to consider the effects that
project may have on flood plains and flood risks. The Phases 2B and 3 Project would reduce
flooding to parts of the flood plain that are already urbanized, specifically, the City of
Marysville. Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project would improve existing levees that are part of
a ring levee that immediately surrounds the city. No new or undeveloped flood plains would be
added to the area protected by the ring levee, thus the project would not induce or encourage
development of flood plains in the Project Area.

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. Full Compliance. This order directs
USACE 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
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implementing civil works. Wetlands are present in the project vicinity. A wetland delineation
was completed in 2009 by USFWS for the MRL project and concluded that the Project would
not affect wetlands in the area. The USFWS wetlands mapper was accessed in June 2018 and
again in October 2018 to review results for mapped wetlands in the Project Area. A general
pedestrian survey of the Project Area confirmed the findings in the wetlands mapper and did not
locate any additional wetlands within the Project Area footprint. A field survey would be
conducted again in the spring prior to construction. All construction activities would avoid
wetlands and BMPs and a SWPPP would be in place to avoid and minimize indirect effects on
wetlands.

Invasive Species and Executive Order 13751, Safeguarding the Nation from the
Impacts of Invasive Species. Full Compliance. Best management practices (BMPs) would be
implemented during construction and operations phases to reduce the risk of introducing
invasive species to the Project Area or transporting such species from the Project Area.
California Invasive Plant Council (https://www.cal-ipc.org) identifies BMP suitable for the
Project Area. The California Sudden Oak Mortality Task Force
(http://www.suddenoakdeath.org) current information on Sudden Oak Death (SOD) and BMP
relevant to construction phase project work, including oak tree removal and transport protocols
and planting and maintenance guidelines. California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s
Invasive Species Program (https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/invasives) provides
information on invasive wildlife and has produced the California Aquatic Invasive Species
Management Plan. These state resources and the National Invasive Species Council
(https://www.doi.gov/invasivespecies) would be consulted for the most current BMP for
construction- and operations-phase work. Applicable cost-efficient BMP would be incorporated
into construction and operations requirements.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 9601, et seq. Full Compliance. In 2010,
USACE completed an Environmental Site Assessment (2010 ESA) for the MRL Project. The
report is included in the 2010 EA/IS (Appendix G). This report concluded that “there are no
recognized environmental conditions within the 200-foot corridor along the levees.”

On August 28, 2017, a Hazardous, Toxic and Radiological Waste (HTRW) ESA (2017
ESA) was conducted for Phase 2B (Appendix E). The 2017 ESA determined there would be
“no recognized environmental conditions observed along the Phase 2B limits of construction.
All of the adjacent properties on the landside appeared well maintained and clean. Private
industries along the levees do not appear to use significant amounts of hazardous materials;
therefore, the threat of releases from industrial operations is negligible”. However, further
investigations were recommended in two unavoidable areas located within the Phase 2B
construction footprint that may contain “hazardous substances,” as that term is defined and
regulated under CERCLA. Specifically, there are two (2) abandoned sewer tunnels that may be
uncovered during construction activities. These sewer tunnels are located at B and D Streets,
respectively, and may be partially filled with refuse from an old gas plant. If sewer tunnels are
identified at the time of construction, appropriate investigations, environmental analysis and/or
response will be performed consistent with applicable law and the MRL Project cost-sharing
agreement.
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In November 2018, an ESA (2018 ESA) was also completed for Phase 3 of the MRL
Project, updating the assessment performed in 2010 (Appendix E). The 2018 ESA determined
there would be “no recognized environmental conditions observed along the MRL Phase 3
limits of construction. All of the adjacent properties on the landside appeared well maintained
and clean. Private industries along the levees do not appear to use significant amounts of
hazardous materials; therefore, the threat of releases from industrial operations is negligible”.

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act (Uniform Act),
42 U.S.C. § 61 et seq. Full Compliance. It is anticipated that there would not be temporary or
permanent displacements of persons, dwellings and/or businesses, as those terms are defined in
the Uniform Act, as a result of the Proposed Action. However, individuals, residences, tenancies,
and businesses located in, and/or living near or adjacent to the MRL Project footprint as a result
of the Proposed Action could experience some environmental effects, particularly during
construction. These effects, together with measures to mitigate adverse effects, were identified
and addressed in Sections 3.2.7, 3.3.2, 3.3.6, 3.3.7, and 3.3.8 of the 2010 EA/IS, and are
discussed herein in Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.1, 3.2.6, 3.2.8, and 3.2.9 of this SEAV/IS.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. Full Compliance. There is a presence
of minority and low-income populations within the Project Area. Adverse environmental
effects that may occur as a consequence of the Proposed Action, together with measures to
mitigate adverse effects are identified and addressed in Sections 3.2.7, 3.3.2, 3.3.6, 3.3.7, and
3.3.8 of the 2010 EAV/IS and in Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.1, 3.2.6, 3.2.8, and 3.2.9 of this SEA/IS.
Post-construction, minority and low-income populations within the Project Area would be
benefited by the construction of the MRL Project as a consequence of the reduced flood risk to
the entire City of Marysville.

Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 U.S.C. 8 4201 et seq. Full Compliance. There
would be no permanent loss of prime or unique farmlands, or farmlands of statewide
importance associated with this Project. Small areas of Prime and Unique Farmland are
present on the waterside of the eastern portion of the Project Area. These lands are currently in
orchards. The physical features of the project would remain within the existing footprint in
most areas, including where prime and unique farmlands are present. Staging areas are situated
to avoid prime and unique farmlands. A paved levee service (O&M) road would be constructed
on the landside of Phase 3 extending 15 feet from the toe of the levee. Levee features are also
accessible from the existing, paved service road located on the crown of the levee. Although
there would be no service roads located on the waterside, a 15-foot offset (flood safety
easement) is necessary. The 15-foot flood safety easement may encroach onto one row of
orchard trees in some places, preserving most if not all existing orchard trees. Unique Farmland
and Farmland of Statewide Importance is located along the northeastern portion of the Project
Area. Lands within the Project Area footprint are not farmed. Agricultural production would
continue in the area at its current level after the completion of the levee improvements in the
Project Area.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 16 U.S.C. 8 1801 et
seg. Full Compliance. This legislation requires that all Federal agencies consult with National
Marine Fisheries Service regarding all actions or proposed actions permitted, funded, or
undertaken that may adversely affect essential fish habitat. Essential fish habitat is defined as
“waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.”
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USACE has determined that Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project would have “no effect” on
federal special-status fish species and essential fish habitat.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1936, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 8§ 703 et seq. Full
Compliance. The Proposed Action could result in the removal of suitable nesting habitat. To
ensure Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project would not adversely affect migratory birds,
preconstruction surveys by a qualified biologist would be conducted. If active nests are found in
the Project Area, a protective buffer would be delineated in coordination with USFWS and/or
CDFW as appropriate.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq.
Partial Compliance. This SEA/IS is currently in partial compliance with this Act. Comments
received during the public review period have been considered and incorporated into this
document, as appropriate, and a public involvement appendix has been prepared (Appendix F).
The final SEA/IS will be accompanied by a signed mitigated FONSI.

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 470, et seq.

Full Compliance. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal
agencies to take into account the effects of a proposed undertaking on properties that have
been determined to be eligible for listing in, or are listed in, the National Register of Historic
Places. USACE has concluded that there are historic properties within the APE. The MRL
Project, as proposed, would not affect the characteristics that make the Marysville Ring Levee
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)—therefore, there would be
no adverse effects to any historic properties listed in, or eligible for listing in, the NRHP. A
letter to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) documenting these findings was sent
in January 2010. In a letter dated January 27, 2010, the SHPO concurred with USACE
findings on condition of the execution of the MOA. The MOA was executed in March 2011.

Subsequent to the 2010 consultation on the MRL Project APE, additional historic
property identification measures were undertaken. These measures include an ethnographic
study, an updated cultural resources inventory and geoarchaeological subsurface testing. The
Ethnography was completed in August 2017 and the additional inventory and testing was
completed in March 2018. The additional measures were completed to update the cultural
resource inventory and to address concerns regarding the potential for prehistoric sites within
the APE, which were expressed by Native American tribes after Section 106 consultation was
complete. As a result of the additional inventory and subsurface testing, ten potential historic
properties were identified. Consultation concerning these potential properties was completed
in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.13, post review discoveries. Consultation under 36 CFR 8
800.13 was completed with the SHPO and two interested Native American Tribes (United
Auburn Indian Community and the Enterprise Rancheria-Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe) on
November 30, 2018.

Only three of the ten potential historic properties are within construction-related activity
areas associated with the MRL seepage cutoff wall construction and have the potential to be
impacted by the Proposed Action. Moreover, no impacts would occur to any of the existing
railroad grades and bridges as these are active railroad lines. The project findings concluded
no adverse effects to historic properties, therefore, there are no impacted resources.

Noise Control Act of 1972, 42 U.S.C. § 4901 to 4918. Full Compliance. This Act
establishes a national policy to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that
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jeopardizes their health and welfare. Compliance with this Act is being addressed though
compliance with the Yuba County Noise Ordinance and CEQA.

Mitigation measures to reduce any potential effects from noise and vibration were
documented in Section 3.3.8 of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE, 2010) and would be incorporated
during construction. There is night work associated with the Proposed Action which is discussed
in Section 3.2.9 of this SEA/IS. The night work would fall outside of the designated hours for
Yuba County’s construction exemption for noise. Therefore, the Contractor would be
responsible for obtaining all applicable permits from the Community Development and Services
Agency’s Director of the Planning and Building Services Department prior to initiating any night
work activities.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 8 1271 et seq. Full Compliance. There are no
components of the Federal Wild and Scenic River system in the Project Area.

Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites; Indian Trusts Act. Compliance. This
executive order requires federal agencies to avoid adversely affecting Native American sacred
sites located on federal land and to allow access to those sites for ceremonial use. The executive
order applies only to sacred sites located on federal land and as such is not applicable to this
project.

Executive Order 13175, Consultation with Tribal Governments. Compliance. This
executive order applies primarily to the development of rules, policies, and guidance by federal
agencies. Additionally, the executive order reaffirms the federal government's unique
relationship with Native American tribes and their rights to self-govern. The order recognizes
the 1994 Presidential Memorandum committing to consultation between the federal government
and tribal governments that may be affected by a federal action and that the federal government
must take into account effects of tribal trust resources. This project does not promulgate new
rules, policies, or guidance; no tribal governments have indicated that this project would affect
them beyond what has been discussed pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA; and no tribal trust
land, or resources covered by treaty rights (i.e. trust resources), are affected by this project.

1.6.2 State of California Requirements

California Clean Air Act of 1988, California Health and Safety Code § 40910, et
seq. Full Compliance. Section 3.2.1 of this document discusses the effects of the Proposed
Action on local and regional air quality. Construction of the proposed levee improvements
would result in temporary, short-term effects on air quality. There would be no long-term
operational emission sources other than vehicle emissions associated with routine levee
inspection and maintenance. Construction emissions are expected to exceed existing local
thresholds of the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) as administered by the FRAQMD for NOx
and PMyo—however, with implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 3.2.1.4
and participation in FRAQMD's off-site mitigation program emissions would be reduced to
less-than-significant.

California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, California Public Resources Code
8 21000-21177. Partial Compliance. The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), as
the non-federal sponsor and CEQA lead agency, would undertake activities to ensure
compliance with the requirements of this Act. CEQA requires the full disclosure of the
environmental effects, potential mitigation, and environmental compliance of the Phases 2B
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and 3 Project. Adoption of this SEA/IS and mitigated FONSI/SMND by the CVFPB would
provide full compliance with the requirements of CEQA.

California Endangered Species Act, 14 C.C.R. § 783-786.6. Full Compliance. This
Act requires the non-federal agency to consider the potential adverse effects of a proposed
action on State-listed species. A list of threatened and endangered species that may be affected
within the Project Area was obtained from the California Natural Diversity

Database (CNDDB) website on September 19, 2018 (Appendix C). As a joint NEPA/CEQA
document, this SEA/IS has considered potential effects of the proposed action on State-listed
species and has incorporated conservation measures where appropriate. With the
implementation of the listed conservation measures, no effects on State-listed species are
expected.

California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977, California Fish and Game Code §
1900, et seq. Full Compliance. This Act allows the Fish and Game Commission to designate
plants as rare and endangered; California Rare Plant Rank 1B constitutes the majority of taxa in
the CNPS Inventory (CNPS 2018), with more than 1,000 plants assigned to this category of rarity.
All of the plants constituting California Rare Plant Rank 1B meet the definitions of the California
Endangered Species Act under the California Department of Fish and Game Code, and are
eligible for state listing. Impacts to these species or their habitat must be analyzed during
preparation of CEQA environmental documents—as a joint NEPA/CEQA document, this SEA/IS
has considered the potential effects and has provided conservation measures where appropriate.

California Water Code. The MRL Phases 2B and 3 are located within the Central
Valley RWQCB’s jurisdiction. The preparation and adoption of water quality control plans, or
Basin Plans, and State-wide plans, is the responsibility of the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB). State law requires that Basin Plans conform to policies set forth in the
California Water Code beginning with Section 13000 and any State policy for water quality
control. These plans are required by the California Water Code (Section 13240) and supported
by the Federal CWA. Section 303 of the CWA requires states to adopt water quality standards
that "consist of the designated uses of the navigable waters involved and the water quality
criteria for such waters based upon such uses." According to Section 13050 of the California
Water Code, Basin Plans consist of a designation or establishment for the waters within a
specified area of beneficial uses to be protected and water quality objectives to protect those
uses. Adherence to Basin Plan water quality objectives protects continued beneficial uses of
water bodies. Because beneficial uses and corresponding water quality objectives can be defined
per Federal regulations as water quality standards, the Basin Plans are regulatory references for
meeting State and Federal requirements for water quality control (40 CFR 131.20). The potential
effects of the Proposed Action on water quality were evaluated and are discussed in Section
3.1.4. Compliance with the California Water Code would be accomplished by obtaining
certifications from the Central Valley RWQCB.

Central Valley Flood Protection Board Encroachment Permit. Under California law,
no reclamation project may be started or carried out on or near the Sacramento and San Joaquin
Rivers or their tributaries until plans have first been approved by the CVFPB. The CVFPB’s
efforts focus on controlling floodwater, reducing flood damage, protecting land from floodwater
erosion that would affect project levees and controlling encroachment into flood plains and onto
flood control works, such as levees, channels, and pumping plants. Proposed measures would

13| Page



result in beneficial impacts by reducing flood risk to the City of Marysville and would not
promote indirect development within the flood plain or onto flood control works.

Banks, levees and channels of floodways along any stream, its tributaries or distributaries
may not be excavated, cut, filled, obstructed or left to remain excavated during the flood season,
which is November 1 through April 15 for the Sacramento River system. The CVFPB, at prior
written request of USACE, may allow work to be done during the flood season within the
floodway, provided that, in the judgment of the CVFPB, forecasts for weather and river
conditions are favorable.

Levees constructed, reconstructed, raised, enlarged or modified within a floodway must
be designed and constructed in accordance with the USACE manual, “Design and Construction
of Levees” (EM 1110-2-1913). Evaluation of levee embankment and foundation stability and a
detailed settlement analysis must be conducted to ensure long0-term stability during full flood
stage. Additional standards for levee construction, including easement conditions, are provided
in Title 23, Code of California Regulations, Division 1, Article 8, Section 120, Levees.

The CVFPB is one of the non-federal sponsors of the MRL Project; therefore an
encroachment permit would not be sought.

Assembly Bill (AB) 52, 09/2014. Compliance. The California Legislature passed
Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which added provisions to the Public Resources Code regarding the
evaluation of impacts on tribal cultural resources under CEQA, and consultation requirements
with California Native American tribes. In particular, AB 52 requires lead agencies to analyze
project impacts on “tribal cultural resources,” separately from archaeological resources (PRC §
21074; 21083.09). The Bill defines “tribal cultural resources” in a new section of the PRC Section
21074. AB 52 also requires lead agencies to engage in additional consultation procedures with
respect to California Native American tribes (PRC § 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3). Finally, AB
52 requires the Office of Planning and Research to update Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines
by July 1, 2016 to provide sample questions regarding impacts to tribal cultural resources (PRC §
21083.09).

While compliance with AB 52 is not required due to the MRL Project authorization
occurring prior to AB 52 being legalized, consultation and coordination with California Native
American tribes is being met through compliance with federal laws and regulations and the
California Natural Resources Agency’s Tribal Consultation Policy.

Assembly Bill (AB) 1473, 07/2002. Full Compliance. Directs the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) to establish fuel standards for non-commercial vehicles that would
provide the maximum feasible reduction of GHGs. Reduction of GHG emissions from non-
commercial vehicle travel.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32, 09/2006. Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, 06/2005. Full
Compliance. Establishment of statewide GHG reduction targets and biennial science assessment
reporting on climate change impacts and adaptation and progress toward meeting GHG
reduction goals. Projects required to be consistent with statewide GHG reduction plan and
reports would provide information for climate change adaptation analysis.

California Fish and Game Code. Full Compliance. CDFW provides protection from
take for various species under the Fish and Game Code. CDFW also regulates work that would
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substantially affect resources associated with rivers, streams and lakes in California, pursuant to
the Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 to 1607, Section 1602 requires project proponents to
notify CDFW before any project that would divert, obstruct or change the natural flow, bed,
channel or bank of any river, stream or lake. CDFW’s jurisdiction extends to the top of banks
and often to the outer edge of riparian vegetation canopy cover. Riparian trees with a diameter
of 6 inches or greater also fall within CDFW'’s jurisdiction. Preliminary notification and project
review generally occur during the environmental review process. When an existing fish or
wildlife resource may be substantially adversely affected, CDFW is required to propose
reasonable changes to the project to protect the resources that are formalized in a streambed
alteration agreement (permit) that becomes part of the plans, specifications, and bid documents.
In the Project Area, the streambed alteration agreement is regulated and enforced by Region 2 of
CDFW. Since USACE is the Federal lead for Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project of the MRL
Project, the CDFW considers it to be a Federal project, exempt from this State requirement
under Section 1602 regulations.

California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act). Full Compliance.
Yuba County does not participate in the Williamson Act program; therefore no Williamson Act
lands would be affected by Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project.

Executive Order (EO) S-14-08, 11/2008. Senate Bill (SB) 107, 09/2006. Senate Bill
(SB) 1078, 09/2002. Full Compliance. Establishment of renewable energy mandates and goals
as a percentage of total energy supplied in the State. Reduction of GHG emissions from
purchased electrical power.

Executive Order (EO) B-30-15, 04/2015. Full Compliance. The order established a
new interim greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target to reduce GHGs to 40% below 1990 levels
by 2030 in order to meet the target of reducing GHGs to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.

Executive Order (EO) B-10-11, 09/2011. Full Compliance. Directs state agencies to
encourage effective cooperation, collaboration, communication, and consultation with tribes
concerning the development of legislation, regulations, rules, and policies on matters that may
affect Tribes in California. In November 2012 the Natural Resources Agency adopted a Final
Tribal Consultation Policy that implemented the Executive Order, including but not limited to:
recognition of tribal sovereignty over their territories and members, acknowledgment that tribes
and tribal communities possess distinct cultural, spiritual, environmental, economic and public
health interests, and unique traditional cultural knowledge about California resources,
recognition of tribal interests, and defining effective consultation as open, inclusive, regular,
collaborative and implemented in a respectful manner, sharing responsibility, and providing free
exchange of information concerning Natural Resources Agency regulations, rules, policies,
programs, projects, plans, property decisions, and activities. Please see Section 3.2.6 for
additional information.

Executive Order (EO) S-13-08, 11/2008. Full Compliance. Directs the Resource
Agency to work with the National Academy of Sciences to produce a California Sea Level Rise
Assessment Report, and directs the Climate Action Team to develop a California Climate
Adaptation Strategy. Information in the reports would provide information for climate change
adaptation analysis.

Executive Order (EO) S-1-07, 01/2007. Full Compliance. Establishment of Low
Carbon Fuel Standard. Reduction of GHG emissions from transportation activities.

15| Page



Executive Order (EO) S-1-07, 08/2007. Full Compliance. Directs Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) to develop guideline amendments for the analysis of climate change in
CEQA documents. Requires climate change analysis in all CEQA documents.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Partial Compliance. The Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act of 1970 established the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) and nine RWQCBs within California. These groups are the primary State agencies
responsible for protecting California water quality to meet present and future beneficial uses,
and regulating appropriative surface rights allocations. The preparation and adoption of water
quality control plans, or Basin Plans, and State-wide plans, is the responsibility of the SWRCB.
State law requires that Basin Plans conform to the policies set forth in the California Water Code
(Section 13240) and supported by the Federal CWA. Section 303 of the CWA requires states to
adopt water quality standards which “consist of the designated uses of the navigable waters
involved and the water quality criteria for such waters based upon such uses.” According to
Section 13050 of the California Water Code, Basin Plans consist of a designation or
establishment for the waters within a specified area of beneficial uses to be protected, and water
quality objectives to protect those uses. Adherence to Basin Plan water quality objectives
protects continued beneficial uses of water bodies. The potential effects of the Proposed Action
on water quality have been evaluated and are discussed in Section 3.1.4.

In 1992, the SWRCB adopted a general NPDES permit (Order No. 92-08-DWQ, General
Permit No. CAS000002) that applies to construction projects resulting in land disturbance of 5
acres or greater. In order to obtain a State-wide NPDES general construction permit, an action
must comply with CVRWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins, the Ventral Valley Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment, San
Joaquin River Organophosphorous Pesticide TMDL, San Joaquin River Dissolved Oxygen
TMDL, and the San Joaquin River Upstream. Prior to construction, USACE would obtain an
NPDES general construction permit. Conditions of the permit would require development and
implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan to limit effluent discharge as a result
of storm water runoff and performance of inspections of storm water pollution prevention
measures during and after construction.

Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project of the MRL Project expects to achieve full
compliance with the Act by achieving compliance with the Federal CWA.

Senate bill (SB) 375, 09/2008. Full Compliance. Requires metropolitan planning
organizations to included sustainable community strategies in their regional transportation plans.
Reduction of GHG emissions associated with housing and transportation.

Senate Bill (SB) 1368, 09/2006. Full Compliance. Establishment of GHG emission
performance standards for base load electrical power generation. Reduction of GHG emissions
from purchased electrical power.

Senate Bill (SB) 1771, 09/2000. Full Compliance. Establishes California Climate
Registry to develop protocols for voluntary accounting and tracking of GHG emissions. In 2007,
the Department of Water Resources (DWR) began tracking GHG emissions for all departmental
operations.
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1.6.3 Local Laws, Programs, and Permit Requirements

Feather River Air Quality Management District. Full Compliance. Effects of the
Proposed Action on local and regional air quality are discussed in Section 3.2.1. The analysis
indicates that construction-related emissions for Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project are
anticipated to exceed local FRAQMD thresholds for NOx and PMyo. After implementation of
on-site mitigation measures, any emissions that remain in excess of local thresholds would be
reduced by the Contractor contributing to the FRAQMD’s off-site mitigation program (Carl
Moyer Program). Impacts to air quality and GHGs resulting from construction activities
associated with the Proposed Action would be temporary and considered less-than-significant
with implementation of the mitigation measures described in Section 3.2.1.4.

Yuba County General Plan. Full Compliance. The Project Area is located within the
jurisdiction of the Yuba County General Plan and General Plan Update (Yuba County 2030),
and would comply with all relevant local plans.

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 SEAJ/IS Marysville Ring Levee Alternatives

This section describes the alternative development process, including the alternative that
was not considered and removed from further assessment (No Action). One alternative is
identified to meet the purpose and need. This alternative is referred to as the Proposed Action
and is evaluated in detail in this SEA/IS. All recently proposed design refinements and levee
improvements are included and their descriptions are based on the most current information
available. The No Action alternative sets the baseline to illustrate potential effects of not
implementing the Proposed Action.

2.1.1 Alternative 1 (No Action)

As construction has not yet commenced in Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project
locations, the No Action Alternative remains a possible scenario for these areas since
construction of Phases 2 and 3 as originally analyzed in the 2010 EA/IS would be imprudent
given the geotechnical considerations necessitating the Proposed Action. Phase 1 was
constructed in 2011 and portions of Phase 4 were constructed in 2016 and 2017. Construction of
Phase 2A-North was completed in the fall 2018. A contract for the construction of Phases 2A-
South has been awarded and work activities are scheduled to begin in 2019. Phase 2C is
scheduled for contract award in August 2019 and construction is anticipated to occur in 2020.
No MRL actions would occur for Phase 2B and 3 under the No Action and the safety risks
would remain the same in this section of the levee.

2.1.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

This alternative includes implementation of levee design refinements specific to Phases
2B and 3. The design refinements for these phases addresses geotechnical concerns associated
with the seepage and stability of the MRL identified after the 2010 EA/IS was finalized. The 2010
EA/IS addressed the planned levee improvements to Phases 1 through 4 of the Marysville flood
protection system; however, since the preparation of the 2010 EDR, updated designs for Phases
2B and 3 were developed utilizing new geotechnical data, topographic surveys, and utility
research. A detailed description of the levee modifications is discussed in Section 2.2 and a
summary of Phases 2B and 3 are included in Tables 1 and 2 respectively.
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Table 1. Summary of the Proposed Action for Phase 2B Levee Improvements.

Description

Phase 2B is identified in segments described as K1, K2, and L1. All levee segments require improvements to meet current levee design standards set by USACE, including the
addition of a soil bentonite (SB) cutoff wall in each segment to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The differences between the proposed levee improvements for the
Phase 2 Proposed Action area as outlined in the 2010 EDR and the updated design as described in the Phase 2B Design Documentation Report (DDR) dated February 2018, are

listed below.
MRL Project Phase Features 2010 EA/IS Current Design
Sub-division of levee Phase 2 Sub-division of Phase 2:
2 improvements (phasing) Phase 2A-North Phase 2A-South
Phase 2B Phase 2C
MRL Project Phase Features 2010 EA/IS Current Design
Wall Type Soil Cement Bentonite Soil Bentonite (SB)
Construction Method Open Trench Open Trench
Alignment Centerline of Levee Centerline of Levee
Staging Area(s) Approximately 13 acres for all Phase 2 Approximately 12.25 acres for Phase 2B
construction
Through-seepage Cutoff wall Cutoff wall
Under-seepage Cutoff wall Cutoff wall
Utilities The existing design did not identify any There are utilities located in the vicinity of the existing levee and the
adverse effects to utilities. proposed levee realignment. These utilities would either be protected
28 in place, relocated, or removed. Additionally, there are two

abandoned sewer tunnels that may be uncovered during construction
activities (see Section 2.2.1).

Levee Service (O&M) Roads

The 2010 EA/IS did not include additional
levee service roads (beyond those already
existing as Project features).

Where feasible, minimum 15-foot-wide patrol roads would be
constructed on both the landside and waterside of all levee segments
that would ultimately connect to the existing patrol road—
discontinuities in the patrol roads are necessary at the UPRR ROW.
The addition of the landside patrol road in Segment L1 would
require permanent degrade of the existing levee to match the grade
of the K1 patrol road. Connecting routes would require use of
Marysville surface streets which is the current arrangement.

Haul Routes

The haul route proposed for all material and
equipment transportation would be HWY
20 to 3 Street to F Street to Biz Johnson
Drive to the waterside toe or the levee
crown.

The proposed haul route for all material and equipment transportation
in Segments K1 and K2 would include HWY 70/E Street, 3rd Street,
F Street, and Bizz Johnson Drive to the waterside toe or levee crown.
However, due to the distance from HWY 70 and restricted access
along the UPRR ROW, an alternate route is proposed for Segment L1
to include HWY 20, E 12th Street, and Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road
to access the waterside toe or levee crown Simpson Lane/Ramirez
Road to access the waterside toe or levee crown.
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Table 2. Summary of the Proposed Action for Phase 3 Levee Improvements.

Description

Phase 3 is identified in segments described as Reach 1, Reach 2, and Reach 3. All levee segments require improvements to meet current levee design standards set by USACE,
including a SB and/or soil cement bentonite (SCB) cutoff wall to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The differences between the proposed levee improvements for the
Phase 3 Proposed Action area as outlined in the 2010 EDR and the updated design as described in the Phase 3 Design Documentation Report (DDR) dated August 2018, are

listed below.
MRL Project Phase Features 2010 EA/IS Current Design
Wall Type Soil Cement Bentonite Soil Bentonite (SB) and Soil Cement Bentonite (SCB)
Construction Method Open Trench Open Trench/Conventional Method and Deep Mix
Method (DMM)/In-Situ
Alignment Centerline of the Levee or along Levee Centerline of Levee
Slope
Wall Length Construction of a cutoff wall in two Construction of a cutoff wall in three locations
locations (1) 3,400 linear feet along the approximately 9,700 linear feet (includes an additional
northeast corner of the levee and (2) 4,000 200 linear feet of wall connecting Phase 3 to Phase 2B).
feet extending northeast of Simpson
Lane/Ramirez Road
Staging Area Approximately 13 Acres Approximately 4 Acres
Through-seepage Cutoff Wall Cutoff Wall
Under-seepage Cutoff Wall Cutoff Wall
Haul Routes The 2010 EA/IS proposed three potential Access to the crown of the levee would be achieved with
haul routes: (1) Ramirez Street/Simpson construction of a temporary ramp along the landslide
3 Lane to HWY 20 to the crown of the levee slope. The proposed haul route would include HWY 20,

for the southern slurry wall, (2) HWY 20
for the northern slurry wall, and (3) HWY
20 between slurry wall construction sites
and staging.

E 12% Street, and Ramirez Street/Simpson Lane.

Levee Service (O&M) Roads

The 2010 EA/IS did not include additional
levee service roads (beyond those already
existing as Project features).

A paved levee service (O&M) road would be constructed
on the landside of Phase 3 extending 15 feet from the toe
of the levee slope. Although there would be no service
roads located on the waterside, a 15-foot offset (flood
safety easement) is necessary.

Construction Schedule

Construction hours would be limited to 7
a.m. to 7 p.m. seven days a week.

To minimize effects to traffic and circulation,
construction hours would include night work when
localized lane shifts are required at HWY 20 and the
county road at Simpson Lane. Hours of operation would
include 8:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. and extend up to 2 months
during a full construction season..
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2.2 Proposed Action Project Descriptions

Descriptions of the proposed levee improvements are outlined in the sections below and
include detailed construction information for Phases 2B and 3.

2.2.1 Phase 2B

Levee improvements in Phase 2B are identified in segments described as K1, K2, and L1
(Figure 3). All levee segments require improvements to meet current levee design standards set by
USACE, including the addition of a soil bentonite (SB) cutoff wall in each segment to prevent
through-seepage and under-seepage. Design challenges include management of existing utilities and
encroachments such as the historic sewer tunnels, proximity to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), as
well as a Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) substation and service center. Cutoff wall windows are to
remain at State Highway 70 and the UPRR, extending 50 feet on either side of the UPRR centerline,
with plans for closure of the Simpson Lane cutoff wall window with Phase 3.
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Segment K1

Segment K1 would be degraded to allow construction of a soil-bentonite cutoff wall and then
reconstructed to existing dimensions and alignment. Existing sheetpile below the levee crown is
expected and would be removed during levee degrade. Cutoff wall construction would begin
approximately 10 feet east of HWY 70. The levee crown would be reconstructed to the existing 20-
foot-wide crown width with a 12-footwide paved levee road and 4-foot-wide aggregate base
shoulders. Current rock slope protection would be removed and stockpiled up to one foot below the
levee degrade and replaced after construction is complete.

Segment K2

Segment K2 is currently aligned north of an abandoned sand plant. The segment would be
realigned to the south with the cutoff wall construction terminating 55 feet from the centerline of the
UPRR line on the existing levee alignment. This window at UPRR also limits earthwork to a
minimum 5 feet distance away from the Kinder Morgan gas line which must be protected in place.
However, the primary motivation for realignment of the levee in this segment is to allow for
construction of a landside patrol road. This realignment would require demolition of walls,
foundations, and appurtenances remaining at the abandoned sand plant site. A new waterside ramp
from the levee crown would be added in the vicinity of the abandoned sand plant to facilitate access
to the waterside of the levee between HWY 70 and UPRR. An existing waterside access ramp would
also be removed and replaced along the realigned levee. The levee crown would be 20-feet-wide with
a 12-foot-wide paved surface.

Segment L1

Segment L1 begins east of the UPRR right-of-way (ROW). This segment would require
construction of a soil bentonite cutoff wall beginning 50 feet from the UPRR centerline, continuing
north on an alignment shifted to the east, and terminating at Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road. However,
the primary motivation for realignment of the levee in this segment is to allow for construction of a
landside patrol road. Realignment of the levee would necessitate relocation of overhead utilities.

Construction Methods

Cutoff Wall Construction. All levee segments require the addition of a shallow SB cutoff
wall to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. Conventional construction would require
degrade along portions of the existing levee where realignment would not occur. The cutoff wall
would be constructed through the center of the levee crown and would span approximately 5,100 feet
(0.97 miles) in length, have a maximum depth of 55 feet, and a minimum thickness of 3 feet.

There is a proposed levee degrade of 8 feet which would facilitate the use of a minimum 30-
foot-wide working platform. In segments K2 and L1 where the levee is fully realigned, it would be
necessary to build the levee to the degrade elevation. Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) would remain a
window in the cutoff wall, extending 50 feet on either side of the UPRR centerline. Based on the
proposed levee degrade, a maximum of 260,000 cubic yards of soil would be hauled and same
amount of material in cubic yards would be imported.
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The cutoff wall would be constructed utilizing the open
trench method (used when the wall depth does not exceed 80
feet). This method requires excavation of a trench backfilled
with a soil bentonite slurry—a clamshell would be used for
excavation in all segments (Figure 4). The trench serves dual
purposes both as a working platform for construction equipment
and for through-seepage protection should the cutoff wall
experience excessive settlement post- construction. A tremie
would be used to place cutoff wall material in all segments of
construction. After the cutoff wall is complete a temporary clay
cap composed of impervious fill would be constructed and
settlement plates would be placed on top. After a prescribed
monitoring period, a portion of the temporary clay cap would be
removed and replaced with a permanent clay cap. General levee
fill material would be placed to re-grade the levee to the existing
height.

Figure 4. Cutoff Wall Excavation
Equipment.

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Roads. Public access to the levee would remain
limited to pedestrians and bicyclists. Existing landside and waterside levee service (O&M) roads
would be maintained and improved with an aggregate surface course. Where feasible, minimum 15-
foot-wide O&M roads would be constructed on both the landside and waterside of all levee
segments that would ultimately connect to the existing O&M road—discontinuities in the O&M
roads are necessary at the UPRR ROW. The addition of the landside O&M road in Segment L1
would require permanent degrade of the existing levee to match the grade of the K1 patrol road.
Connecting routes would require use of Marysville surface streets which is the current arrangement.

Landslide Drained Berms at UPRR Crossing. Landside drained berms adjacent to the
UPRR are recommended to mitigate for levee through-seepage at the UPRR cutoff wall gap. The
minimum dimensions of the landside drained berms are 7 feet high, 15 feet wide and 100 feet long on
each side of the UPRR ROW. Two alternatives for the landside toe drains have been considered;
however, due to the ease of construction, the recommended alternative includes installation of a fine
aggregate that provides both drainage and filtration.
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Historic Sewer Tunnels. Historic sewer tunnels have been identified and are located at B
Street and D Street within levee Segments K1 and K2. It is recommended that any existing tunnels be
located, demolished and removed from the embankment foundation through open excavation. It is
possible that the sewer tunnels may not be encountered nor interfere with the installation of the
cutoff wall. However, there is a lack of definitive information on the extent of the sewer tunnels and
whether or not they are located within the excavation limits. Historically, the sewer tunnels were
partially filled with refuse from an old gas plant. The debris may contain hazardous material and
would be tested if the tunnel is found during the proposed set-forward levee construction in Phase 2B.
The potentially hazardous debris would be sampled and tested in conformance with Phases 2B and 3
of the MRL Project specifications. If the contents of the tunnels exceeds the allowable limits for a
Class Il landfill, the material would be considered hazardous and would be disposed of at a hazardous
waste disposal site.

Utilities. There are utilities located in the vicinity of the existing levee and the proposed
levee realignment. These utilities would either be protected in place, relocated by others, or removed
as needed to meet USACE design criteria and the State of California, Central Valley Flood Protect
Board, California Code of Regulations, Title 23. Where the levee is to be realigned in K2 and L1, an
inspection trench would be required to help identify any previously unidentified utilities and/or
abandoned infrastructure.

Additional Considerations. Segment K1—it is unclear whether there are remaining
portions of demolished and abandoned D Street bridge abutments east of HWY 70 Bridge. The
abutment and foundation of this structure may require removal if encountered during cutoff wall
construction. There is a wood staircase on the levee in close proximity to the Bok Kai temple that
would be removed and replaced in kind after construction is complete. East of the wood staircase, an
existing concrete retaining wall runs the length of Segment K1, this structure would be protected in
place during construction.

Segments K1 and K2—there may be existing sheet pile below the levee crown on the landside.
Sheet pile has been deemed ineffective against through-seepage and has been retired as a flood
protection feature. Any sheet pile or associated structures encountered during cutoff wall construction
would be removed by cutting to the degrade elevation. The proposed levee realignment in Segment
K2 has been designed to prevent conflict with construction of the cutoff wall and any portion of the
sheet pile or associated structures remaining in place.

There is existing rock slope protection on the waterside portion of segment K1. Up to 6.6 acres
of rock slope protection would be removed, stockpiled, and reset after construction of the SB cutoff
wall. Based on previous hydraulic analyses and designs (USACE 2017a, 2017b), there is a need for
erosion protection measures along the MRL in Phase 2B (e.g., the levee slope extending from the
HWY 70 Bridge to downstream where the waterside ramp ties into Phase 2C). Any recommended
erosion protection measures for the MRL would be constructed under a separate Phase (i.e., Phase
4B), following completion of the current construction plan. Once engineering designs are complete,
supplemental environmental documentation would be developed, if needed, to ensure compliance
with all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and policies.
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Access and Staging

The proposed haul route for all material and equipment transportation in Segments K1 and K2
would include HWY 70/E Street, 3rd Street, F Street, and Bizz Johnson Drive to the waterside toe or
levee crown. However, due to the distance from HWY 70 and restricted access along the UPRR

ROW, an alternate route is proposed for Segment L1 to include HWY 20, E 12th Street, and Simpson
Lane/Ramirez Road to access the waterside toe or levee crown (Figure 5).

25| Page



e Marysville Ring Levee Project i % G Nievada || Utah
=" MAuLROUTEZE T Haul Route Phase 2B v

Sonermucrion || staeine 28 Marysville, CA S Ay G 4
T AIND 11 June 2019 m ‘ ‘S’L E:‘g:'?:;:m Arizor]

Dosument Path: Z:4¥4kaRer_Gahanysy [eRingLeveel Y 161 2\ProjecisiNov- Y14 5ANZCI9AD AMRL_P1265_Hau Routehap1 JIUNED!9.mve

Figure 5. MRL Phase 2B Proposed Haul Routes.
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Phase 2B is approximately 12.60 acres with a maximum area disturbed per day of
approximately 10.90 acres. Staging areas that would be used during construction of Phase 2B not
originally identified in the 2010 EA/IS include the lot adjacent to the Marysville Flood District office
on 1st Street, the lot adjacent to the A Street ramp, and a portion of the open space area east of the
PG&E yard in segment L1 (Figure 3). Staging areas would provide parking and supply-delivery
locations for the construction crew. Storm water pollution prevention (SWPPP) materials (silt fence,
straw waddles, etc.) would be installed to prevent the transfer of sediments outside staging area
locations. The staging areas are described below:

1. Staging Area #1 is west of State Road 70, adjacent to Bizz Johnson Drive. Total area is
approximately 0.5 acres and the surface is not entirely level on the southern edge. The
vegetation would be removed and the area leveled before stockpiling.

2. Staging Area #2 is approximately 0.5 acres and located on the waterside opposite the
Levee District field office.

3. Staging Area #3 is approximately 10 acres and located on the waterside of levee
Segment L1, adjacent to Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road. This is the only area for
Segment L1 suitable for stockpiling, equipment storage, and mixing.

4. Staging Area #4 is approximately 0.5 acres and is positioned between Yuba Square
Park and the landside embankment of levee Segment L1.

Construction Workers and Schedule

Although the numbers of workers on site would vary during construction, a maximum of 50
construction workers would be onsite each day while the cutoff wall is being constructed. These
workers would access the area via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the
identified staging areas. Construction activities would be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00
p.m. Monday through Saturday, and8 a.m. to 7 p.m. on Sunday. Construction is expected to last
approximately two full seasons with an estimated duration of 4 to 6 months each year (April-October),
for a total of 8 to 12 non-consecutive months from 2022-2023.

2.2.2 Phase 3

Current levee improvements along Phase 3 have been identified in segments described as Reach 1,
Reach 2, and Reach 3 to define the cutoff wall type and method of construction (Figure 6). All levee
segments require improvements to meet current levee design standards set by USACE, including a
SB and/or soil cement bentonite (SCB) cutoff wall (depending on wall depth) to prevent through-
seepage and under-seepage.
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Reach 1

Located on the south end of Phase 3. The cutoff well begins just south Simpson Lane/Ramirez
Road to Approximately 300 feet north off the intersection of East 13" Street and Covillaud Street.
The stationing for this reach is from Station 297+00 to 328+00. The cutoff wall would be composed
of Soil-Cement-Bentonite, and the method of construction would be deep mix method/mix in place
technique. The height of the wall is approximately 100 to 130 feet and the length is approximately
3,100 feet and would cross Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road. Night work would be performed at this
location to minimize disruption to traffic.

Reach 2

Located approximately 300 feet north off the intersection of East 13" Street and Covillaud
Street and end at the north end of Phase 3, where the levee turns to the west across State Highway
20. The stationing for this reach is from Station 328+00 to 394+41. The cutoff wall would be
composed of Soil Bentonite (SB), slurry material and the method of construction would be open
trench. The height of the wall for this reach is approximately 30 to 60 feet and the length is
approximately 6,641 feet.

Reach 3

Located on the north end of Phase 3, where State Highway 20 crosses over the MRL Levee.
The stationing for this reach is from Station 0+00 to 3+00. The cutoff wall would be composed of
Soil-Cement-Bentonite, and the method of construction would be deep mix method/mix in place
technique. The height of the wall is approximately 68 feet and the length would extend approximately
150 feet to the west and east side from the highway centerline respectively. Night work would be
performed at this location to minimize disruption to traffic.

Construction Methods

Cutoff Wall Construction. The cutoff wall would be constructed along the centerline of
the levee crown between Ramirez Street and the PG&E substation. Minor adjustments in the levee
alignment would be required to maintain the 20-foot standard levee crown width. The levee crown
would be partially degraded to a maximum of 8 feet below the existing crown elevation to establish a
temporary 55-foot wide construction platform. Based on the proposed levee degrade, a maximum of
87,000 cubic yards of soil would be hauled and a maximum of 120,100 cubic yards would be
imported. The combined length of the walls would be approximately 9,700 feet (1.84 miles), have a
maximum depth of 130 feet, and a minimum thickness of 3 feet.

Cutoff wall construction would include a combination of open trench (refer to Section 2.2.1
for a detailed description) and Deep Mix Method (DMM) (Figure 7). DMM or “in-situ” construction
is used for wall depths that exceed 80 feet. A “demonstration section” is required for this method and
would be located within the footprint of the proposed alignment for the cutoff wall. The
demonstration section would be 50 to 60 feet in length and would extend down to the deepest section
of the cutoff wall.

Levee material would be removed from the trench and brought to a nearby location, mixed
with soil, cement, and bentonite clay then replaced to create the wall. In addition to conventional
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equipment, specialized equipment including a DMM apparatus, mixing batch plant/tubing, and cutter
crane would be required during construction.

Figure 7. DMM Cutoff Wall Construction.

Utilities. There are publicly and privately owned utilities located in the vicinity of the
existing levee including water and gas lines that penetrate the levee. Existing utilities would either be
re-located or protected in place. Where possible, relocations would be accomplished in advance of the
construction. Additionally, there are two utilities that interfere with construction of the cutoff wall
along a portion of the Phase 3 levee (see Section 3.1.1 for further details).

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Roads. Public access to the levee would remain
limited to pedestrians and bicyclists. A paved levee service (O&M) road would be constructed
on the landside of Phase 3 extending 15 feet from the toe of the levee slope. Levee features are
also accessible from the existing, paved service road located at the crown of the levee.
Although there would be no service roads located on the waterside, a 15-foot offset (flood

safety easement) is necessary. Access and Staging

Access to the crown of the levee would be achieved with construction of a temporary ramp
along the landslide slope. The proposed haul route would include HWY 20, E 12 Street, and Ramirez
Street/Simpson Lane (Figure 8). Haul routes would be used for work zone and staging area access,
personnel, equipment, unsuitable material export, fill material import, disposal of demolished levee
features, and import of new levee feature materials.
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The maximum area disturbed per day in Phase 3 is approximately 46 acres. There are three
staging areas that would be used during levee construction (Figure 6). Staging areas would
provide parking and supply-delivery locations for the construction crew. Storm water pollution
prevention (SWPP) materials (silt fence, straw waddles, etc.) would be installed to prevent the
transfer of sediments outside staging area locations. The staging areas are described below:

1. Staging Area #3 is approximately 10.3 acres and located on the waterside of the levee
south of Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road. Access would be from Simpson Lane/Ramirez
Road and existing waterside O&M roads. Use of this area would be to temporarily
stockpile levee degrade material, place batch plant equipment (tanks and containers),
and store construction equipment and material.

2. Staging Area #4 is approximately 0.56 acres and located on the landside of the levee,
south of Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road. Access to this staging area will be from Yuba
Street. Use of this area will be primarily for parking or job trailers.

3. Staging Area #5 has been reduced to approximately 12.61 acres to avoid impacts to
newly identified wetlands. This staging area is located on the waterside, east of HWY
20. Access to this area would be from Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road (from the south
end) and HWY 20 (from the north end). The levee crown road would be used as well as
waterside ramps and O&M roads. Use of this area would be temporarily stockpile levee
degrade material, place batch plant equipment (tanks and containers), and store
construction equipment and material.

Construction Workers and Schedule

Although the numbers of workers on site would vary during construction, a maximum of 50
construction workers would be onsite each day while the cutoff wall is being constructed. These
workers would access the area via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the
identified staging areas. A localized lane shift would occur at HWY 20 and along the county road at
Simpson Lane. Night work construction activities would be implemented to minimize impacts to
traffic. Hours of operation would include 8:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m., and extend up to 2 months during a
full construction season. Construction is expected to last approximately two full seasons with an
estimated duration of 4 to 6 months each year (April-October), for a total of 8 to 12 non-consecutive
months from 2020-2022.

2.2.3 Phases 2B and 3 Common Elements
Site Preparation

Prior to construction, all construction areas, including staging areas, would be fenced off to
limit access. The Project Area footprint is the temporary construction easement and limits the
contractor to the indicated areas as described above and shown in Figures 3 and 4. This boundary
includes all areas to be disturbed by construction activities including: staging areas, levee degrade,
stockpile, and construction of the seepage cutoff walls (haul routes are identified separately from the
Project Area footprint). Additionally, permanent easements for Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
have been identified and include paved O&M access roads.
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The levee is setback from the river in most locations along Phases 2B and 3. Temporary
erosion controls would be implemented along the waterside toe of the levee to prevent soils from
running onto adjacent properties and into local waterways. No construction, construction-related
work, or operation and maintenance activities for the levee improvements would occur within the
work exclusion buffer or below the OHWM.

Temporary erosion controls would remain consistent with those described in Section 2.4.2 of
the 2010 EA/IS (USACE, 2010).

Restoration and Cleanup

Procedures for restoration and clean-up would remain consistent with Section 2.4.2 of the 2010
EA/IS (USACE, 2010).

Borrow and Disposal Sites

Borrow and disposal site requirements and Contractor responsibilities would remain consistent
with Section 2.4.2 of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE, 2010).

Operation and Maintenance

Additional levee service (O&M) roads would be constructed in Phases 2B and 3 where
feasible. There are existing O&M roads in both Phases that are currently being maintained, therefore,
this would incrementally increase existing activities. Monitoring and maintenance is recommended in
specific locations along Phase 3 in areas susceptible to erosion (USACE 2017b). These
recommendations would remain consistent with the applicable portions of the Flood Control
Regulations, paragraph 208.10(b)(1) pertaining to levee maintenance. Therefore, the procedures for
operation and maintenance would remain consistent with Section 2.4.2 of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE,
2010).

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND AFFECTED RESOURCES

This section describes the resources within the Project Area, as well as the effects of the
Alternatives on these resources. Each section below presents the existing resource conditions,
environmental effects, and when necessary, mitigation measures that are proposed to avoid, reduce,
minimize, or compensate for any significant effects. Impacts are identified as direct, indirect, or
cumulative.

The placement of additional erosion protection measures as outlined in recent hydraulic
analyses and designs (USACE 2017a), are not anticipated to have any additional impacts on
environmental resources discussed herein beyond what has already been analyzed. Any
recommended erosion protection measures for the MRL would be constructed under a separate Phase
(i.e., Phase 4B), following completion of the current construction plan. Once engineering designs are
complete, supplemental environmental documentation would be developed, if needed, to ensure
compliance with all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and policies.

For this SEA/IS, the NEPA criteria applies to all resources and is not repeated for each
individual resource. The CEQA requirements are more specific to each resource and are listed in the
original MRL EA/IS (USACE, 2010) and detailed below where needed. These requirements, as well as
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other applicable agency criteria and significance thresholds, are identified under the appropriate
resource. Resources not considered herein would remain consistent with the 2010 EA/IS.

3.1 Resources Not Considered in Detail

Previous joint NEPA/CEQA documents (USACE 2010) have described the Affected
Environment in detail and evaluated the potential effects on resources of concern, including: geology
and seismicity; mineral resources; topography and soil types; aesthetics and visual resources; hazards,
hazardous materials, toxic, and radiological waste; fisheries; environmental justice; and population
and housing. The conclusions of the existing effects analyses for most resources, except those
resources discussed below, are determined to be consistent with the previous joint NEPA/CEQA
document or would not be significantly impacted, as construction methodologies, scope, and
seasonality would remain the same, and the relevant Federal and State laws have not changed in a
manner that would require re-evaluation of these resources.

3.1.1 Public Utilities

Public utility facilities that could be affected by construction vary by phase, but generally
include power lines leading to a substation adjacent to the Project Area, fiber optic lines, an
underground natural gas distribution line, and a 60kV line.

The proposed levee improvements would require Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) to
relocate electric and gas transmission and distribution facilities located in, and adjacent to the
Project Area. Portions of this project are located adjacent to the eastern side of PG&E's Marysville
Substation and Service Center. Due to the location of the Marysville Substation, PG&E is
relocating multiple electric transmission lines terminating from the Marysville Substation to
accommodate the increased size and realignment of the levee improvement effort.

Phase 2B levee improvements would require re-location of approximately 45 wood and/or
light-duty steel (LDS) electric transmission structures, these structures would be replaced with
wood, LDS and/or tubular steel poles (TSP). Similarly, Phase 3 levee improvements would require
re-location of approximately 95 wood and/or LDS electric transmission structures, these structures
would be replaced with wood, LDS and/or TSPs. Existing electric transmission structures range
from approximately 40 to 80 feet in height and are being replaced with structures approximately 60
to 100 feet in height. Relocation distances will range from approximately 8 and 350 feet from the
point of the existing electric transmission structure to the location of the new electric transmission
structure. Relocations of PG&E facilities will occur within the project footprint.

Phase 2B

Existing utilities that do not interfere with construction of the proposed levee improvements in
Phase 2B would be protected in-place (e.g., where the levee crosses the active UPRR ROW between
segments K2 and L1).. Other utilities would be relocated by the owner prior to construction and
abandoned utilities would be removed by the Contractor or utility owner, as necessary.

There are two abandoned sewer tunnels that may be uncovered during construction activities.
The sewer tunnels are located at B Street and D Street respectively and are believed to be partially
filled with refuse from an old gas plant. The debris may contain hazardous substances as defined and
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regulated under CERCLA. If sewer tunnels are identified at the time of construction, appropriate
investigations and/or response will be performed consistent with applicable law and the MRL Project
cost-sharing agreement.

The Contactor would be required to conduct a pre-construction survey of the utilities.
Additionally, the levee realignment in this phase would necessitate relocation of overhead utilities. A
buried fuel line and a buried fiber-optic cable are located adjacent to the UPRR; since the location of
these utilities does not prevent installation of the proposed cutoff wall, these utilities would remain in
place.

Phase 3

The proposed alignment of the cutoff wall conflicts with some publicly and privately owned
utilities. These utilities include overhead and underground electrical wires, water lines, storm drain
structures, gas lines, sewer lines, and communication cables. Some of the utilities interfere with
construction of the cutoff wall and would require relocation or a temporary plan to maintain the
current construction plans. Unless otherwise identified within the limits of grading, all exiting utilities
would be protected in place. Where possible, relocations would be accomplished prior to
construction. Advance coordination with utility agencies is ongoing.

Lastly, there are two utilities (a non-pressurized sewer line and a pressurized water line), that
interfere with construction of the cutoff wall along a portion of the Phase 3 levee. Once engineering
designs outlining the utility relocation are complete, supplemental environmental documentation for
the utility relocations would be developed, if needed, to ensure compliance with all applicable

environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements. As
a result, there would be no adverse effects on public utilities in the Project Area. There would be no
change in type, quality, or availabilities of utility services in the Project Area.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

No public services would be disrupted as a result of Phases 2B and 3 Project construction.
Utility line relocations would be conducted in a manner that would not affect any of the services
provided. Therefore, construction activities would not result in a significant adverse effect.

3.1.2 Land Use, Socioeconomics, and Environmental Justice

The predominant land use in Marysville is residential and agricultural, with some commercial,
industrial and open space. Although the MRL Project footprint has changed since the 2010 EA/IS, the
impacts to land use and socioeconomics within the Project Area have not changed.

Phase 2B

Construction would include levee realignment and levee slope increase to meet the new
USACE standard of a 3 horizontal to 1 vertical (3H:1V). The levee realignment is variable and would
determine the extent of the waterside toe increase. Additionally, 15-foot wide O&M roads along the
waterside toe of the levee would be maintained or constructed. These proposed levee improvements
would have minimal impact on land use.
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There is a homeless encampment waterward of Segment L1 in Phase 2B. Although the
encampment does not directly conflict with construction of Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project,
entry and egress from the encampment may be impacted during construction. For the purposes of
public safety, the city of Marysville would notify those at the encampment of the coming construction
and encourage them to vacate the area.

There are local resources available for homeless persons located in Sutter and Yuba Counties.
One such resource is the Sutter Yuba Homeless Consortium (Consortium) which connects homeless
populations with programs and services to assist in overcoming obstacles that are preventing
permanent housing solutions. Additionally, the Consortium works with local non-profit organizations
and government agencies that provide additional services to homeless persons located in Sutter and
Yuba Counties.

Phase 3

Phase 3 includes a new levee alignment that is consistent with the EDR alignment; however, at
various locations, the alignment moves slightly landward and slightly waterside to maintain an
approximate standard 20 feet wide levee crest width. O&M roads spanning a maximum width of 15
feet would be constructed primarily along the levee crown and landside levee toe. Additionally,
construction of Phase 3 would require access 15 feet off the waterside toe of the levee which could
temporarily impact access to private landowners in this location. However, these residents would be
allowed full access to their property during construction through normal routes or vehicle detours as
necessary. The Contractor would be responsible for developing a Site Access Plan to coordinate and
identify access to these properties during construction. Any road closure(s) would require advance
warning and detour signs.

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements and
the primary land use and land use designations in Marysville would remain the same.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

The reshaping and realignment of the levee in Phases 2B and 3 would have minimal impact on
land use. It is anticipated there would not be temporary or permanent displacements of persons,
dwellings and/or businesses as a result of the Proposed Action. All staging areas would be returned to
pre-construction condition.

3.1.3 Agriculture and Prime and Unique Farmland

Small areas of Prime and Unique Farmland are present on the waterside of the eastern portion
of the levee; these lands are currently in orchards. Staging areas are situated to avoid Prime and
Unique Farmlands. Although there would be no access roads located on the waterside, a 15-foot offset
(flood safety easement) is necessary. The 15-foot flood safety easement may encroach onto one row
of orchard trees in some places, preserving most if not all existing orchard trees. Unique Farmland and
Farmland of Statewide Importance is located along the northeastern portion of the Project Area. Lands
within the Project Area footprint are not farmed.

All use of privately owned farmland would need to be negotiated with the landowners prior to
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the start of construction. The effects to these lands would be temporary and landowners would be able
to return to their normal agricultural operations following completion of the construction season. Since
there would be no permanent loss of farmland, no further mitigation would be required outside of the
compensation to the landowners for the loss of their seasonal profits.

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements.
Agriculture and Prime or Unique Farmland designations within the Project Area would not change.
Additionally, soil types would not be altered and their classifications would remain the same.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

There would be no permanent loss of Prime or Unique Farmlands, or Farmlands of Statewide
Importance associated with Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project. The physical features of Phases 2B
and 3 of the MRL Project would remain within the existing footprint in most areas, including where
Prime and Unique Farmlands are present. There would be some temporary, short-term effects to Prime
and Unique Farmlands and local agriculture. Agricultural production would continue in the area at its
current level after the completion of the levee improvements.

3.2 Resources Considered in Detall
3.2.1 Air Quality

3.21.1 Regulatory Setting

Air quality management is administered by federal, state, and local government agencies. The
Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) is administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA). The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) is administered by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB). Local Air Quality Management Districts are responsible for monitoring the
attainment and maintenance of federal and state air quality standards.

Federal Air Quality Management. Air quality in the United States is governed by the CAA,
which has adopted federal air pollutant standards, known as National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). These standards apply to the following criteria air pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO),
ozone (Os), sulfur dioxide (SO.), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), lead (Pb), particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter (PM1o), and fine particulate matter (PM.5). Under existing regulations, de
minimis emission thresholds are listed for each criteria air pollutant.

State Air Quality Management. Air quality in California is also governed by the CCAA. The
California criteria air pollutant standards are known as the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) and are generally more stringent than NAAQS.

Under the CCAA, designation of attainment or non-attainment is based on pollutant levels
and whether they are below or in excess of the current standards. “Attainment” status for a pollutant
means that the Air District meets the standards set by the USEPA. Continuous air monitoring ensures
that these standards are met and maintained. An “unclassified” status indicates insufficient data for
determining attainment or non-attainment.
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Both the CAA and the CCAA require plans to be developed for areas designated as non-attainment
(with the exception of areas designated as non-attainment for the State PM1o standard).

Local Air Quality Management. The Project Area is within Yuba County, which forms part of
the Yuba-Sutter federal Ozone attainment area (FRAQMD 2009). The Feather River Air Quality
Management District (FRAQMD) has established air pollution thresholds for projects within Yuba
County (FRAQMD 2010). Yuba County is currently in attainment for all criteria air pollutants (EPA
2018). Current federal, state, and local air emission thresholds applicable to the Project Area are
listed in Table 5.

Table 5. Current Federal, State, and Local Air Quality Emissions Thresholds.

NAAQS CAAGS FRAQMD FRAQMD
Criteria Pollutant (Tons/Year) (Tons/Year) (Pounds/Day)
IReactive Organic Gases (ROG 25
) J ) ( ) 50 070 ppm 4.5 (Multiplied by Project
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) (8-Hour) Length in Days)
. 20 ppm
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 (1-Hour) N/A N/A
03 ppm 25
Nitrogen Oxides (NOy) 100 ~2 PP 4.5 (Multiplied by Project
(Annual) .
Length in Days)
20 pg/m®
PMig 70 (Annual) 14.5 80
12 pg/m®
PMzs 100 (Annual) N/A N/A
i .25 ppm
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 100 (1-Hour) N/A N/A
3 1.5 pg/m®
Lead (9%'_1861” g:\r/l ) (30-Day N/A N/A
y AVD. Avg.)

'ROG/VOC = Precursor compounds to ozone and smog
Source: EPA 2016, CAAQS 2009, and FRAQMD 2010

3.2.1.2 Environmental Setting

The Air Quality Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently characterizes the
affected environment and management for this resource.

3.2.1.3 Effects

The 2010 EA/IS evaluated the potential effect on air quality for the MRL Project based on a
quantitative evaluation of the types and levels of emissions associated with construction activities.
However, the 2010 EA/IS does not discuss in detail the effects on air quality specific to Phases 2B
and 3. This section discusses the effects of the Proposed Alternatives on air quality in the Project
Area.

Significance Criteria
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General significance criteria have been established by the California Office of Planning
and Research, to determine if the potential air quality impacts of a proposed project are
significant, and would therefore require mitigation in an attempt to reduce the potential impacts to
a less-than-significant level. Where available, these general criteria are supplemented with
quantitative thresholds in terms of air quality parameters, separated into the three following
categories:

1) Criteria pollutants relative to emission limits and ambient air quality standards;
2) TAC:s relative to public health impacts; and

3) Cumulative impacts.

Additionally, where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management district may be relied upon to make the following determinations (using
CEQA guidelines)—adverse effects on air quality standards would be considered significant if the
alternative:

Table 6. Air Quality Significance Criteria.

AQ 4-1 Would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

AQ 4-2 Would violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation.

AQ 4-3 Would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria

pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable
Federal or State ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).

AQ 4-4 Would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

AQ 4-5 Would create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

State of California, 2018 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statutes and Guidelines
http://resources.ca.qgov/cega/docs/2018 CEQA Statutes _and Guidelines.pdf

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements.
Routine operation and maintenance would continue on the existing levee. Air quality would
continue to be influenced by existing climatic conditions, vehicle emissions, agricultural activities,
and industry.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Construction of the proposed levee improvements would result in temporary, short-term
effects on air quality. There would be no long-term operational emission sources other than vehicle
emissions associated with routine levee inspection and maintenance. Construction of the levee
improvements would result in air pollution emissions from mobile and stationary sources including
construction equipment, haul trucks, and worker vehicles. Diesel-powered construction equipment is
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the primary source of Green House Gas (GHG) and exhaust emissions. Equipment pollutants such as
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter (PM2.5 and PMz1o) endanger people’s health
and the surrounding environment (H. Fan 2017).

There are four main factors that impact construction equipment exhaust emissions including
equipment type and condition, equipment maintenance, equipment operations and operating
conditions (H. Fan 2017). The operation and maintenance of construction equipment is an important
factor for achieving fuel economy and reducing exhaust emissions. Since other emission reduction
strategies may involve large capital investment or financial spending, improving operations and
maintenance practice has proved to be more feasible for equipment owning organizations, especially
for small and medium sized contractors (H. Fan 2017).

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) has developed a
comprehensive model to calculate construction emissions. The model utilizes project data (e.g.,
construction duration, material import and export, equipment type and number) to calculate emission
estimates. Due to the linear nature of the levee improvement projects undertaken by the Corps,
SMAQMD has suggested the use of their Road Construction Emissions Model (Model), Version 9.0.0
(May 2018). The FRAQMD has approved and recommended the use of this Model for the Project
Area.

The Model was used to calculate the maximum annual emission estimates for criteria
pollutants in each phase of Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project construction (Appendix D). The
results from the Model were compared to the NAAQS de minimis thresholds and FRAQMD’s
standard emissions thresholds (Table 7). This comparison was used to determine the overall
significance of construction emissions on air quality. Table 7. Phases 2B and 3 Maximum Annual
Construction Emissions.

Total Emissions Pollutant (Tons/Year)
ROG | cO | NOx | PMw | PMas | COz
Phase 2B Construction (2022-2024)
Total Mitigated" | 280 | 6035 | 2004 | 1615 | 299 | 19,160.70
Phase 3 Construction (2020-2022)
Total Mitigated" 3.72 80.99 14.5 58.85 12.74 18,193.03
Federal De Minimis 50 100 100 70 100 N/A
FRAQMD Thresholds 4.5 N/A 45 14.5 N/A N/A

I Mitigated numbers include on-model measures including 2010 and newer on-road vehicle fleet and Tier 4 off-road

equipment (SMAQMD 2017).

Based on the air quality analysis, emissions for each phase of construction would not exceed
federal de minimis thresholds; however, Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project of the MRL Project are
anticipated to exceed local (FRAQMD) thresholds for NOx and PMyo.
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After implementation of on-site mitigation measures, any emissions that remain in excess of
local thresholds would be reduced by the Contractor contributing funds to the FRAQMD’s off-site
mitigation program (Carl Moyer Program) to reduce construction emissions to less-than-significant.
Impacts to air quality and GHGs resulting from construction activities associated with the Proposed
Action would be temporary and considered less-than-significant with implementation of the
mitigation measures described in Section 3.2.1.4.

3.2.14 Mitigation

Mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts during a project’s construction phase are
provided in FRAQMD’s Indirect Source Review Guidelines (FRAQMD 2016). These measures were
documented in the 2010 EA/IS and would be incorporated during construction. Additional mitigation
measures applicable to Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project are listed in Table 8.

Table 8. Air Quality Mitigation Measures.
Number Measure

AQ-1 The Contractor would submit to the Corps and FRAQMD, a
comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to
or greater than 50 horsepower, that would be used an aggregate of eight
(8) or more hours during any phase of construction.

e The inventory would include the CARB equipment identification
number, equipment type, horsepower rating, engine model year,
and projected hours of use for each piece of off-road equipment.

e The Contractor would submit a current Certificate of Reported
Compliance for CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Regulation to
FRAQMD.

e At least 4 business days prior to equipment use, the Contractor
would submit the construction equipment inventory information,
the anticipated construction timeline including start date, as well
as the name, phone number and email address of the project
manager and on-site foreman to FRAQMD. The SMAQMD
Construction Mitigation Tool, Version 7.0 (October 2016) would
be used to submit this information (or the most recent version).

e At the end of the season, phase, or calendar year, the Contractor
would be responsible for updating the off-road equipment
inventory information as well as haul truck activity to FRAQMD.

AQ-2 Off-road equipment used forconstruction would meet CARB Tier 4
Standards.
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Number

Measure

AQ-3

Diesel-fueled on-road equipment manufactured in 2010 and newer would
be used. Equipment manufactured prior to 2010 would require
installation of engine retrofit technology. Low-emission diesel products,
alternative fuels, after-treatment products, zero emission technologies
and/or other options as they become available.

AQ-4

A Fugitive Dust Control Plan would be submitted to FRAQMD for
approval prior to commencing site activities or delivering materials to the
site. The Plan would include mitigation measures and BMPs identified in
the 2010 EA/IS and this environmental document.

AQ-5

Minimize the amount of concrete for paved surfaces or utilize a low
carbon concrete option. Produce concrete on-site if determined to be less
emissive than transporting ready mix.

AQ-6

Encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, transit passes and/or
secure bicycle parking for construction worker commutes.

AQ-7

Reduce electricity use in the construction office by using light-emitting
diode (LED) bulbs, powering off computers every day, and replacing
heating and cooling units with more efficient ones.

AQ-8

Use locally sourced or recycled materials for construction materials (goal
of at least 20% based on costs for building materials, and based on
volume for roadway, parking lot, sidewalk and curb materials). Wood
products utilized should be certified through a sustainable forestry
program.

AQ-9

Recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris
(goal of at least 75% by weight).

AQ-10

Minimize vehicle and equipment idling time either by shutting off when
not in use or reducing the time of idling to no more than 3 minutes,
which would save fuel and reduce emissions. Provide clear signage that
posts this requirement for workers at the entrances to the site.

AQ-11

SmartWay certified trucks would be utilized for deliveries and equipment
transport.

AQ-12

After implementation of on-site mitigation measures, any emissions that
remain in excess of local thresholds would be reduced by the Contractor
contributing to the FRAQMD’s off-site mitigation program (Carl Moyer
Program) to further reduce air quality impacts below the applicable
threshold of significance.

AQ-13

The Corps, FRAQMD, and/or other responsible officials may conduct
periodic site inspections to determine compliance with applicable federal,
state, and/or local air quality laws and regulations.
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3.2.2 Greenhouse Gases

On August 1, 2016, the Council on Environmental Quality issued final guidance on
considering greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate change in NEPA reviews. Fundamental
to this guidance are the recommendations that when addressing climate change, agencies should
consider:

(1) The potential effects of a proposed action on climate change as indicated by assessing
GHG emissions (e.g., to include, where applicable, carbon sequestration); and,

(2) The effects of climate change on a proposed action and its environmental impacts.

3221 Environmental Setting

In California’s Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (California Health and Safety Code
§ 35000 et seq.), the California Legislature recognized California’s vulnerability to weather events
triggered by global warming. The Legislature found that global warming would “have detrimental
effects on some of California’s largest industries.” Assembly Bill 32 mandates that emissions of
GHGs be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020.

The term “greenhouse gas” refers to a gas that traps heat in the atmosphere and contribute
to global climate change. The primary GHGs of concern include carbon dioxide (CO), methane
(CHa), nitrous oxide (N20O) and fluorinated compounds (Yuba County 2030). The United States is
the 2nd largest contributor to worldwide CO. emissions resulting from fossil fuel combustion
(USEIA 2017)—additionally, according to State-level CO. emissions, California is the 2nd largest
emitter of energy-related CO; in the United States (USEIA 2017). Transportation is the largest
source of ozone and GHG production in the region and a reduction in vehicle emissions is
necessary to achieve significant GHG reduction (Yuba County 2030).

3.2.2.2 Effects

Significance Criteria
The following criteria would be used to determine the significance of GHG emissions:

e The relative amounts of GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the Proposed
Alternatives are substantial compared to emission standards set by adjacent air quality
management districts, [10,000 metric tons COze per year (Placer County 2016)]; or

e The amount of GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the Proposed
Alternatives results in a substantial effect to global climate change; or

e If the Proposed Alternatives has the potential to contribute to a substantially lower
carbon future.

FRAQMD has not established thresholds for GHG emissions at this time; instead, each
project is evaluated on a case-by-case basis using the most up-to-date methods of calculation and
analysis. Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project impacts to climate change would be evaluated using
the criteria listed below.
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According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project could result in significant impacts if it would
do any of the following:

e Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment;

e Exceed a threshold that is applicable to the project; or

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements.
Routine operation and maintenance would continue on the existing levee. Greenhouse gases would
continue to be influenced by existing primary GHGs of concern.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

GHG emissions associated with Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project would be primarily
associated with construction. GHG emissions would be emitted due to fuel combustion from onsite
construction vehicles, as well as indirect emissions from the electricity used to operate machinery.
In addition to the construction vehicles, there would be GHG emissions from the vehicles used for
worker commutes.

By providing decreased risk of catastrophic flooding with associated loss of infrastructure,
Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project is expected to prevent extra carbon production which would
be associated with demolition, repair, and reconstruction of flood-induced infrastructure losses.
Additionally, there would be minimal long-term operational emissions associated with
maintenance of Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project.

In response to concerns regarding GHG emissions, the SMAQMD Road Construction
Emissions Model (Model), now generates an output for CO.. Although CO> emissions can be
calculated, there is currently no federal, state, or local (FRAQMD) thresholds to meet. The USEPA
has also stated that GHG emissions below 25,000 metric tons do not commonly require reporting
(USEPA 2013). However, the local neighboring county of Placer has recommended a GHG
threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO- per year for construction and operational phases of land use
and stationary source projects (Placer County 2016).

The Model was used to calculate emission estimates for all construction activities related to
Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project (shown in Table 5). The results of the modeling determined
that the project’s CO. emissions would not exceed 25,000 metric tons per year but would violate
the 10,000 metric tons per year threshold.

As a result, mitigation measures would be implemented, as discussed below, to increase
energy efficiency and minimize GHG emissions. With mitigation, GHG emissions would be
reduced to less-than-significant.
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3.2.2.3

Mitigation

To successfully adapt to future changes in Yuba County’s climate, the General Plan suggests
several measures to provide GHG efficient development including incorporation of emission control
measures recommended by the FRAQMD (Yuba County 2030). In addition, replacement of the paved
roads on top of the levee crown are anticipated to reduce GHGs by contributing to a decrease in levee
operations and maintenance, while potentially encouraging residents to increase its recreational use.
The best management practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures listed in Section 3.2.1.4 and below
(Table 9), as well as those applicable from the 2010 EA/IS, would be implemented to minimize CO-
and reduce GHG emissions to less-than-significant.

Table 9. Green House Gas (GHG) Mitigation Measures.

Number

Measure

GHG-1

The Contractor would submit monthly construction emissions to the
Corps and FRAQMD. If these monthly reports show that emissions may
exceed the COge thresholds, the Contractor would be required to prepare
a GHG emissions reduction plan for approval by the Corps and sponsors,
and implement the approved plan. Elements of such a plan could include
one or more of the following:

e Minimize the idling time of construction equipment to no more
than 3 minutes, or shut equipment off when not in use.

e Encourage carpools, shuttle vans, and/or alternative modes of
transportation for construction worker commutes.

e Use of CARB-approved low carbon fuel.

e Use of equipment with new technologies (repowered engines,
electric drive trains).

If actual CO2e emissions during construction of a given phase exceed any
of the thresholds, then compensatory mitigation would be provided in the
form of purchasing sufficient carbon credits to mitigate for the excess
COge. Carbon offset credits would be purchased by the Contractor and
potential sources for these credits include; California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association GHG Reduction Exchange Program, the
Climate Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, or a similar
carbon credit registry that is acceptable to FRAQMD, the Corps, and
sponsors. Thus, if the actual CO2. emissions exceed the established
significance threshold for COze, the purchase of carbon credits would
reduce the climate change effect to less-than-significant.
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3.2.3 Water Resources and Quality

In the 2010 EA/IS surface waters were addressed in Section 3.2.6 Fisheries and groundwater
was addressed in Section 3.2.2 Geology and Seismicity. The current environmental review for MRL
Phases 2B and 3 takes a refreshed look specifically at water resources.

3.23.1 Regulatory Setting

The Water Resources and Quality Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently
characterizes the regulatory setting for this resource.

3.23.2 Environmental Setting

Groundwater

MRL Phases 2B and 3 and the lands they protect from flooding are located in the North Yuba
Sub-basin (DWR 5-21.60). The groundwater basin is managed by the Yuba County Water Agency
(YCWA), which is the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) under the California Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA) (DWR, 2018a). This sub-basin is identified as a
high priority groundwater basin, however, groundwater levels have been stable for several years as a
result of careful management and supplementation with surface water from New Bullard’s Bar
Reservoir (DWR, 2018b). YCWA developed a 2005 Groundwater Management Plan and updated
this plan in November 2010.

Currently groundwater in this basin is at historic levels and is in good health (DWR, 2018b).
The YCW, as the GSA, is developing a groundwater sustainability plan, as required by SGMA and
consistent with the implementing regulations published by DWR. YCWA was recently awarded a
grant from DWR to support basin plan development. All urban areas in the sub-basin, including
Marysville, Olivehurst, Linda, and Wheatland, and Beale Air Force Base, depend on pumped
groundwater for their municipal and industrial water supply. North of the Yuba River most
agriculture relies on surface water.

Surface Waters

The Yuba and Feather Rivers are the largest waterways in Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL
Project vicinity. The Project Area is located just west of the Yuba River. The Yuba River drains into
the Sacramento River. An agricultural ditch located along the northeast portion of Phase 3 is
connected to Jack Slough which drains into the Feather River and from there into the Sacramento
River. These waterbodies are all waters of the United States and protected under the CWA.
Beneficial uses of these waters are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Beneficial Uses of Yuba River and Feather River in the Project Area.

Yuba River — Feather River — Fish
Beneficial Use Englebright Dam to Barrier Dam to

Feather River Sacramento River
Municipal and Domestic Supply -- X
Agriculture - Irrigation X X
Agriculture — Stock Watering X --
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Yuba River — Feather River — Fish
Beneficial Use Englebright Dam to Barrier Dam to

Feather River Sacramento River
Power X --
Recreation — Contact X X
Recreation — Canoeing and X X
Rafting
Recreation — Other Noncontact X X
Freshwater Habitat — Warm X X
Freshwater Habitat — Cold X X
Migration — Warm X X
Migration — Cold X X
Spawning - Warm X X
Spawning - Cold X X
Wildlife Habitat X X
Navigation -- --

Source: Basin Plan 2018

On April 23, 2019, portions of the proposed project footprint were surveyed for potential
aquatic resources. The upland area surrounding Jack Slough showed no wetland or aquatic resource
indicators.

Jack Slough itself did exhibit an Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) of approximately four vertical
feet from substrate, with a significant nexus to traditional navigable waters, which indicates the
slough itself to be an aquatic resource and jurisdictional. Additionally, approximately 1.04 acres of
potentially jurisdictional, seasonal emergent wetlands were observed in the Phase 3 Project Area,
specifically in Staging Area #5 (Figure 9). Based on the soil types observed during the survey, the
wetlands would not provide suitable habitat for vernal pool species.
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Staging and Wetland Area Features
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Figure 9. Aquatic Resources Delineation (Phase 3) Map.
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Any potential direct effects to wetlands would be avoided by placement of a work exclusion
buffer around delineated aquatic resources. Additional best management practices (BMPS), in
combination with a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), would be implemented to avoid
and minimize indirect effects to wetlands.

. Additional wetland types near the Project Area but outside of the construction and
operations footprint are identified in Table 4. Implementation of BMPs would ensure that the
Proposed Action would not affect these wetlands. A depression that occasionally holds unclassified
waters is located on the east side of Phase 3 outside of the Project Area footprint and would not be
affected by the construction or operation of Phase 3.

Table 4. Wetlands Types Near Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project.

System Subsystem Class Water Regime
R2UBH Riverine Lower Perennial Unconsolidated Bottom | Permanently Flooded
R2USC Riverine Lower Perennial Unconsolidated Shore | Seasonally Flooded
PFOC Paulustrine | -- Forested Seasonally Flooded
PSS/EM1C | Palustrine | Scrub-shrub Emergent, Seasonally Flooded
subclass Persistent
R5UBFx! Riverine Unknown Perennial | Unconsolidated Bottom | Semipermanently Flooded

1 x indicates human modification by excavation. The agriculture ditch along the northeast edge of Phase 3 is classified as RSUBFX.
Source: Wetlands Mapper, National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS, 2018)

3.2.3.3 Effects
Significance Criteria

An action would be considered to have a significant effect on special status species if it would
result in any of the following:

e Alter the quantity and quality of surface runoff.
e Degrade water quality.
e Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

e Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or the area, such that the flood
and/or erosion and siltation potential would increase.

e Place structures that would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year floodplain.

e Expose people, structures, or facilities to significant risk from flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or a dam.

e Create or contribute to runoff that would exceed the capacity of an existing or
planned storm water management system.

e Reduce groundwater quantity or quality.
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Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative surface waters, including wetlands, would remain in their
existing conditions, except that water quality is reasonably expected to improve through basin-wide
planning and regulation. Additionally, under the No Action Alternative, groundwater would continue
to be managed consistent with the requirements of SGMA and groundwater levees are expected to
remain stable and at historic levels.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Implementation of Phases 2B and 3 would not affect groundwater availability or use. No
change from the existing or the No Action Alternative condition is expected. Construction of Phases
2B and 3 of the MRL Project levee improvements would be accomplished entirely outside of surface
waters, including the upland area surrounding Jack Slough (agricultural ditch) on the northeast portion
of Phase 3. A final field survey was completed on April 23, 2019 to ensure that all potentially affected
aquatic resources were identified. The contractor would implement construction BMPs on-site prior to
the initiation of construction activities, to prevent degradation to on-site and off-site waters of the U.S.
BMPs would include the use of appropriate measures to intercept and capture sediment prior to
entering waters of the U.S., as well as erosion control measures along the perimeter of all work areas
to prevent the displacement of fill material. All BMPs would be in place prior to initiation of any
construction activities and would be maintained until construction activities have been completed and
site soils are stabilized.

3.234 Mitigation

Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project incorporates a work exclusion buffer along the Yuba
River beginning at the OHWM and extending 25 feet landward (horizontally). No construction,
construction-related work, or operation and maintenance activities for the levee improvements would
occur within the work exclusion buffer or below the OHWM.

In most areas, a 25 foot work exclusion buffer would also be implemented around identified
wetland areas. The work exclusion buffer would be demarcated by silt fencing in combination with
high visibility construction fencing. A Government biologist would flag the wetland buffer area prior
to the start of construction activities to demarcate the appropriate location of the Contractor’s fencing.
The Government biologist and/or other responsible officials may conduct periodic site inspections.
Contour, restoration, and vegetation of disturbed areas would be performed following the conclusion of
the proposed project to restore as closely as possible the existing condition of the site(s). Local or
California native plant species would be used to vegetate disturbed areas.

Potential adverse effects on water quality from construction-related runoff would be avoided
through implementation of BMPs and any requirements of the SWPPP and NPDES permit. The
Proposed Action would not affect beneficial uses.
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3.2.4 Vegetation and Wildlife

3.24.1 Regulatory Setting

The Vegetation and Wildlife Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently
characterizes the regulatory setting for this resource; however, the original 2010 EA/IS did not discuss
invasive species. The applicable laws and regulations, current environmental setting, and appropriate
mitigation measures applicable to the Project Area are discussed in the following sections.

Executive Order 13751, directs federal agencies not to authorize, fund, or carry out actions
that they believe are likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species. To
avoid introduction or spread of invasive species, the Corps is required to ensure implementation of
appropriate control measures in compliance with applicable federal, state and local invasive species
control regulations.

3.24.2 Environmental Setting

The Vegetation and Wildlife Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently
characterizes the affected environment and management for this resource. Additionally, the
environmental setting for the MRL Project was described in the USFWS CAR (USACE 2010;
USFWS 2010), and there are no significant changes to this description for Phases 2B and 3.

Invasive Species. The yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis L.) is an invasive plant
species found throughout the Project Area. Yellow starthistle spreads by seed with each seedhead
producing approximately 35 to 80 seeds. The seeds have no wind-dispersal mechanisms so few seeds
move more than two feet from the parent plant without assistance. Human activities such as vehicle
undercarriages, contaminated crop seed, hay or soil, and road maintenance equipment, greatly
contribute to the plant’s rapid and long-distance spread. Additionally, hair-like barbs on the seed head
readily adhere to clothing, hair and fur allowing transportation over short to medium distances by
animals and humans.

3.24.3 Effects
Significance Criteria

An action would be considered to have a significant effect on vegetation and wildlife if it
would result in any of the following:

e Substantial loss, degradation, or fragmentation of any sensitive natural communities or
wildlife habitat identified by the CDFW, USFWS, or in any local or regional plans
policies, or regulations.

e Substantial adverse impact on a sensitive natural community including federally protected
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA), including but not limited to seasonal wetlands, rice fields, and irrigation ditches
through direct removal, filling, hydrologic interruption, or other means.

e Substantial reduction in the quality or quantity of important habitat, or access to such
habitat, for wildlife species.
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Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements.

Routine operation and maintenance would continue on the existing levee. Therefore, this alternative
would have be no effect on vegetation or wildlife communities.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

The supplemental USFWS Coordination Act Report (CAR) evaluates the impacts on fish and

Phase 2B

wildlife resources resulting from construction of the proposed levee improvements in Phases 2B and
3 and provides recommendations to mitigate any anticipated impacts. In order to quantify impacts to
woodland habitat, a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) analysis was necessary. The HEP analysis
quantifies suitability and measures the aerial extent of habitat occurrence within the Project Area.
Although a HEP analysis was completed in 2010 for the MRL Project, that data is now over 20 years
old. The HEP analysis for the Project Area was completed in December 2018 and is included as part
of the final supplemental CAR (USFWS 2019; Appendix B).

Woodland Habitat. Woodland habitat acreage on the waterside of the levee would be

permanently affected by construction activities. Up to 29 trees were identified for removal in Phase 2B.
The trees positively identified for removal during a previous survey for Phase 2B are listed in Table 10.

Table 10. Tree Removals Phase 2B.

Species Diameter at Location Notes
Breast Height (Decimal Degrees)
(DBH)
Tree of Heaven 3 N 39.13614 Linear stretch about 30 feet
(Ailanthus altissima) W -121.58430 long, mixed
Tree of Heaven 4 N 39.13602 7 stems
(Ailanthus altissima) W -121.58406
Tree of Heaven 2 N 39.13620 Medium cluster
(Ailanthus altissima) W -121.58381
Black Walnut " .
(Juglans nigra) 2 N Multi
Tree of Heaven 3> N 39.13635 8 stems
(Ailanthus altissima) W -121.58382
Black Wa_lnut 18” o
(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut »
. 18 —
(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut "
. 18 —
(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut »
- 12 —
(Juglans nigra)
Eucalyptus 5” —
Black Walnut 12”7 —
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Species Diameter at Location Notes
Breast Height (Decimal Degrees)
(DBH)

(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut "

- 12 —
(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut ’

. 24 _
(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut 6 -
(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut ’

. 36 —
(Juglans nigra)
Black Walnut 307 -
(Juglans nigra)

Almond g” N 39.13936
(Prunus spp.) W -121.58275
Black Walnut .

. 12 —
(Juglans nigra)

Approximately 35 acres of riparian woodland habitat exists in the immediate area of Phase 2B
and implementation of the Proposed Action would result in a relatively small loss of trees (3.00
acres), in comparison to the total available woodland habitat. There is acreage overlap between the
northern portion of Phase 2B and the southern portion of Phase 3. Permanent impacts within the
overlap are assumed to occur during Phase 2B work (included in the 3.00 acres). The loss of
woodland acreage would be mitigated for as described in Section 3.2.3.4. In addition, approximately
half of the trees identified for removal in Phase 2B (Table 10) are invasive species. Mitigation for
woodland habitat loss in Phase 2B would create better quality habitat (native woodland vegetation), in
a different location while removing less favorable habitat along the MRL. Therefore, no significant
adverse effects on riparian woodland habitat, or the species dependent on this habitat type, are
expected in Phase 2B.

Phase 3

More than 20 acres of riparian woodland habitat exists in the vicinity of Phase 3 and
construction activities would permanently affect habitat along the waterside of the levee. A tree survey
was not performed for Phase 3, therefore, the Project Area footprint was mapped in the HEP analysis.
The mapping results indicate 8.76 acres of riparian woodland habitat would be permanently impacted
by construction. To the greatest extent feasible, woodland habitat would be protected in place and it is
unlikely that removal of 8.76 acres of woodland habitat would be required; however, woodland habitat
loss would be mitigated for as described in Section 3.2.3.4. Therefore, no significant adverse effects
on woodland habitat are expected in Phase 3.

3.24.4 Mitigation

Implementation of the mitigation measures listed in Table 9, in addition to those applicable
from the 2010 EA/IS, would ensure effects to vegetation and wildlife resulting from construction
activities would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.
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As discussed in the final supplemental CAR, implementation of the Proposed Action requires
mitigation of 12.21 acres to compensate for removal of riparian woodland habitat. Based on
mitigation requirements for prior MRL phases, only 3.39 acres remain available at the existing
USACE mitigation site along Anderson Road (USACE 2010). Woodland habitat has been
successfully established at this site and no further monitoring would be necessary; long-term
maintenance would be accomplished by the non-federal sponsor. Mitigation acreage remaining in
excess of those available at the Anderson Road site (8.82 acres), would be compensated for by
purchasing credits at a USFWS-approved conservation bank within the MRL Phases 2B and 3
approved service area.

Additionally, BMPs (including those listed in Table 11), would be implemented during
construction and operations phases to reduce the risk of introducing invasive species to the Project
Area or transporting such species from the Project Area. California Invasive Plant Council
(https://www.cal-ipc.org) identifies BMP suitable for the Project Area. California Department of
Fish and Wildlife’s Invasive Species Program (https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/invasives)
provides information on invasive wildlife and has produced the California Aquatic Invasive Species
Management Plan. These state resources and the National Invasive Species Council
(https://www.doi.gov/invasivespecies) would be consulted for the most current BMPs for
construction- and operations-phase work. Applicable cost-efficient BMPs would be incorporated
into construction and operations requirements.

Table 11. Vegetation Mitigation Measures.

Number | Measure
Tree Removal Avoidance and Minimization Measures
VEG-1 To the greatest extent feasible, all mature trees measuring 13 inches or larger in
diameter at breast height would be protected in place in the Project Area.
VEG-2 The final supplemental CAR (USFWS 2019; Appendix B), discusses the total

mitigation acreage requirements necessary to compensate for the loss of riparian
woodland habitat permanently impacted by the Proposed Action. . The mitigation
acreage totals 12.21 acres for combined impacts in Phases 2B and 3. The acreage
calculations are a product of the HEP analysis conducted by the USFWS in
December 2018 and represent increases from the totals assessed in 2010 (USFWS
2010).

No tree trimming or removal would occur within the drip-line of any elderberry
shrub. If tree trimming must occur within the established buffer of any elderberry
shrub a Corps biologist would monitor the work area during all trimming
activities.

VEG-3 For oak tree removals and transport protocols as well as planting and maintenance
guidelines, the Contractor would be required to follow the California Sudden Oak
Mortality Task Force (http://www.suddenoakdeath.org) best management
practices (BMPs) relevant to construction work.

54 |Page


https://www.cal-ipc.org/
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/invasives
https://www.doi.gov/invasivespecies
http://www.suddenoakdeath.org/

Number Measure
Invasive Species Avoidance and Minimization Measures
VEG-4 All off-road equipment and vehicles used for construction are required to be
weed-free. All equipment and vehicles would be cleaned of all attached mud,
dirt, and plant parts prior to arriving to the Project Area. This would be done at a
vehicle washing station or steam cleaning facility (power or high-pressure
cleaning) before the equipment and vehicles enter the Project Area.
VEG-5 Weed infestations identified before construction that are within the Project Area
would be hand treated or “flagged and avoided” according to the species present
and Phases 2B and 3 Project constraints.

VEG-6 Staging areas for equipment, materials, or crews would not be sited in weed
infested areas.

VEG-7 Use weed-free equipment, mulches, and seed sources. Salvage topsoil from
Project Area for use in onsite revegetation, unless contaminated with noxious
weeds.

VEG-8 Minimize the amount of ground and vegetation disturbance in the construction

areas. Reestablish vegetation on all disturbed bare ground with native forbs and
grasses to minimize weed establishment and infestation.

Wildlife Avoidance and Minimization Measures

An overview of general bat ecology would be included in the worker

WILD-1 awareness training (see Table 13 for a complete description of this measure).

WILD-2 Down case lighting would be implemented during night work to minimize
potential impacts to local wildlife.

3.2.5 Special Status Species

3.25.1 Regulatory Setting

The Special Status Species Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently
characterizes the regulatory setting for this resource.

3.25.2 Environmental Setting

Special status species include both state- and federal- proposed, candidate, threatened, or
endangered species and their designated critical habitats (if applicable). It also includes migratory
birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and raptors protected under the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act. Special status species lists were generated from the USFWS ECOS IPaC
website and the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (USFWS April 16, 2019, CNDDB
August 24, 2018). The USFWS and CNDDB lists are included in Appendix C. USFWS provided a
Supplemental Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report for Phases 2B and 3 (March 27, 2019) which
was reviewed for information related to special status species. USFWS made recommendations
regarding migratory birds. These recommendations were integrated in to mitigation measure SSS-17
and into vegetation mitigation measures (see Table 11).
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USACE reinitiated formal consultation with USFW under Section 7 of the federal Endangered
Species Act for additional effects on giant garter snake and valley elderberry longhorn beetle. USACE
issued an amended BO, dated March 13, 2019 (see Appendix E).

Because no instream water work would occur and there would be no interference with the
movement of migratory fish, the proposed action is not expected to affect fisheries or aquatic
resources. Therefore, special status fish species are not addressed in this document. BMPs would be
implemented to avoid debris, soils, or fuel spills; therefore, fish habitat would not be affected.
Excluding listed fish species, a total of five special status species were identified as having the
potential to occur within the Project Area. The federal and state listed special status species that could
be impacted by construction activities are identified in Table 12 with a description of status, basic
habitat requirements, and potential to occur in the Project Area.

Any special status species and/or associated designated Critical Habitat (CH) that is unlikely
to occur, whose known range falls outside the Project Area, or where suitable habitat is not present,
have been eliminated from further consideration in this document. These species include: fisher
(West Coast DPS), bald eagle, great gray owl, California black rail, song sparrow (Modesto DPS),
least Bell’s vireo, western yellow-billed cuckoo and CH, California red-legged frog and CH, foothill
yellow-legged frog, Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog, conservancy fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy
shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and, Pine Hill flannelbush, Hartweg’s golden sunburst. No
further discussion of these species is provided.

Table 12. Special Status Species with the Potential to Occur in the Project Area.

Species Status? Habitat Potential for Occurrence
Birds
Bank Swallow Colonial nester; nests primarily in Potential to occur in the
(Riparia riparia) riparian and other lowland habitats Project Area; a survey

west of the desert but often populate | would be conducted prior
human-made sites, such as sand and | to construction.

gravel quarries or road cuts. Requires
vertical banks/cliffs with fine-
textured/sandy soils near streams,
rivers, and lakes to dig nest hole.
Swainson’s Hawk Restricted to portions of the Central | Potential to occur in the
(Buteo swainsoni) Valley and Great Basin regions where| Project Area; a survey
suitable nesting and foraging habitat | would be conducted prior
ST |isstill available. Requires large, open | to construction.
grasslands (may use croplands) with
abundant prey in association with
suitable nest trees.

ST
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Species Status! Habitat Potential for Occurrence
Tricolored Highly colonial species, most Potential to occur in the
Blackbird numerous in the Central Valley and | Project Area; a survey
(Agelaius vicinity; largely endemic to would be conducted prior
tricolor) SCE California. Requires open water, to construction.

protected nesting substrate, and

foraging area with insect prey within

a few kilometers of the colony.

Reptiles
Giant Garter Open water associated with marshes, | Potential to occur in the
Snake rivers, streams, sloughs, and Project Area near the
(Thamnophis irrigation/drainage ditches within the | northwest portion of Phase
gigas) Central Valley; requires emergent 3. Appropriate protective
FT | herbaceous wetland vegetation for barriers (e.g., hay bales)
ST | escape and foraging habitat, grassy | would be in place prior to

banks, and opening in waterside construction and surveys

vegetation for basking, and higher would be conducted prior

elevation upland habitat for cover and| to construction.

refuge from flooding.

Insects

Valley Occurs only in the Central Valley of | Elderberry shrubs occur in
Elderberry California, in association with blue | the Project Area, providing
Longhorn Beetle elderberry (Sambucus mexicana); suitable habitat for the
(Desmocerus primarily in riparian woodland and | VELB. There are 18
californicus ET scrub habitat. existing elderberry shrubs?
dimorphus) in the Phase 2B Project

Area footprint and 28
shrubs? within the Phase 3
Project Area footprint.

! Listing Status Definitions:

FT = Federal Threatened Species

ST = State Threatened S

pecies

SCE = State Candidate Endangered Species
2 or indistinguishable shrub clusters.

Bank swallow (Riparia riparia). The bank swallow is state-listed as threatened. They
nest in dense colonies some of which are often quite large. Individuals usually dig their own nesting
burrows in dirt or sand banks along riverbanks, lake shores, road cuts, gravel pits, or similar sites.
Nest sites are in burrows excavated in steep banks and are usually 2-3 feet in length but can be up to
5 feet long. Bank swallows forage in flocks, typically flying low and feeding almost entirely in
flight and over water (rarely feeds on the ground, mainly only in severe weather).
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They feed on a wide variety of flying insects including many flies, beetles, wasps, winged ants,
small bees, true bugs, as well as some dragonflies, stoneflies, moths, and caterpillars. While
foraging habitat exists in the Project Area, suitable nesting habitat does not.

A CNDDB records search identified an active colony with 205 to 211 burrows that was
observed along the Feather River in June of 2010. Although in the vicinity, this colony is outside the
Project Area.

Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsonii). The Swainson’s hawk (SWHA) is state-listed
as threatened. It is an uncommon breeding resident and migrant in the Central Valley, Klamath
Basin, Northeastern Plateau, Lassen County, and the Mojave Desert. They nest primarily in riparian
areas adjacent to suitable foraging habitat such as agricultural fields or pastures, and have been
known to use isolated trees or roadside trees (CDFG 2009a). Nests are situated in mature trees,
preferably valley oak, cottonwood, willows, sycamores, and walnuts. Suitable foraging areas for
Swainson’s hawk include native grasslands or lightly grazed pastures, alfalfa and other hay crops,
and certain grain and row croplands. Swainson’s hawks primarily feed on voles; however, they will
feed on a variety of prey including small mammals, birds, and insects. Potential nesting and
foraging habitat exists in the riparian areas along the Yuba River.

Although there have been recent sightings of SWHASs near the Project Area, nesting
occurrences have not been recorded since 2009 (according to a CNDDB records search). In July
2004, a nest with an adult was observed on the west side of the Feather River, one mile north of Yuba
City. In July 2009, a nest with young was observed on the south bank of the Yuba River
approximately 3 miles northeast of Hwy 70 in Marysville.

Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). The tricolored blackbird is designated as a
state candidate for listing as endangered (SCE). The tricolored blackbird inhabits open valleys and
foothills and may be found in streamside forests, alfalfa and rice fields, marshes, and along
reservoirs. This blackbird usually nests in marshes but may also nest in willow and blackberry
thickets and on the ground in clumps of nettles. They forage in wet meadows, rice and alfalfa fields,
and in rangelands. They commonly roost in trees or marshes. Whether they are roosting, foraging, or
nesting, these birds are always found in large flocks. The tricolored blackbird both nests and winters
in interior valleys from southern Oregon (east of the Cascades) to northwest Baja California (Terres
1980). Once abundant in Yolo County, the tricolored blackbird has been eliminated from the county
and breeds only in a few scattered areas in California and Oregon.

A CNDDB records search revealed numerous recent sightings of tri-colored blackbirds in the
Project Area (within the Olivehurst quad). The closest of these was sightings was in May 2008 an
documented an active colony foraging with some females carrying nesting material about 3 miles
northeast of the Project Area.

Giant Garter Snake (GGS) (Thamnophis gigas). The GGS is Federally- and
State-listed as threatened. It is endemic to emergent wetlands in the Central Valley and is still
presumed to occur in the rice production zones of Sutter, Butte, Colusa, and Glenn Counties
(USFWS 1999). Habitat for the snake includes marshes, sloughs, ponds, small lakes, and low-
gradient waterways, such as small streams, irrigation and drainage canals, and rice fields (58 FR
54053). The GGS requires adequate water with herbaceous emergent vegetation for protective
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cover and foraging habitat. All three habitat components (i.e., cover and foraging habitat, basking
areas, and protected hibernation sites) are needed (Hansen and Brode 1980). The snake is active
from approximately May through October and in a dormant state (brumation) during the remainder
of the year.

Suitable aquatic and upland habitat for GGS is present in the northeastern portion of the
Phase 3. Mitigation measures, including use of protective barriers (e.g., hay bales), and
preconstruction monitoring would avoid and minimize effects on GGS.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus).
Elderberry shrubs are the host plant of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB), which is
federally-listed as threatened. Current information on the habitat of the beetle indicates that it is
found only with its host plant, the blue or red elderberry (Sambucus species). The beetles mate
March through June and females lay eggs on living elderberry shrubs. Larvae bore through the stems
of the shrubs to create an opening in the stem, within which they pupate. Prior to pupating, the larvae
chews a circular exit hole, through which it later emerge (Barr 1991; Halstead and Oldham 1990).
Adults can be found on elderberry foliage, flowers, or stems, or on associated plants. Adult VELB
feed on foliage and are active from early March through early June. The VELB requires established
elderberry plants one inch in stem diameter at ground level. The presence of exit holes in elderberry
stems is evidence of previous beetle use.

Elderberry shrubs in the Central Valley are commonly associated with riparian habitat but
are also known to occur in oak woodlands and savannas, as well as in disturbed areas. USACE
biologists mapped elderberry shrub locations for Phases 2B and 3 on June 25 to June 27, 2018.
Their locations (latitude and longitude) were recorded. For Phase 3, all shrubs were inventoried for
height, width, general health, and stem size. For Phase 2B all shrub were inventoried for height,
width, and general health. A sample (8 shrubs) was inventoried for stem size. This sample was used
to estimate the number of stems in each size class for all shrubs in Phase 2B. This information is
detailed in the federal Endangered Species Act biological assessment for Phases 2B and 3 of the
MRL Project, which was prepared to support reinitiation of formal consultation on the effects of
Phases 2B and 3 on VELB. An amended BO, dated March 13, 2019, was issued by USFWS (see
Appendix E).

Migratory Birds

Migratory birds include many species of raptors, passerines, and swallows. Raptors and
passerines frequently nest in trees and shrubs near the Project Area (where suitable habitat exists).
Swallows commonly nest underneath bridges and other structures in close proximity to water.
Migratory birds are protected from disturbance during the nesting season (typically February 1%
through September 30™), by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

3.25.3 Effects

Significance Criteria

An action would be considered to have a significant effect on special status species if it would
result in any of the following:

59| Page



e Direct or indirect reduction in growth, survival, or reproductive success of species listed
or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the FESA or CESA.

e Direct mortality, long-term habitat loss, or lowered reproductive success of Federal or
State-listed threatened or endangered animal or plant species or candidates for Federal or
State listing.

e Direct or indirect reduction in the growth, survival, or reproductive success of
substantial populations of Federal species of concern, State-listed endangered or
threatened species, plant species listed by the CNPS, or species of special concern or
regionally important commercial or game species.

e Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species by CDFW, USFWS,
or in any local or regional plans, policies, or regulations.

e An adverse effect on a species’ designated critical habitat.

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

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements.
Routine operation and maintenance would continue on the existing levee. The amount and
condition of special status species and their habitat in the Project Area would remain similar to
existing conditions. Therefore, this alternative would have be no effect on federally-listed, federal
candidate, state-listed, or species of special concern, and their habitats.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Bank swallow. Construction of the levee improvements could potentially result in direct
and/or indirect effects to the bank swallow if this species begins nesting adjacent to the Project Area
prior to construction. Construction activities in the vicinity of a nest have the potential to result in
forced fledging or nest abandonment. Suitable nesting habitat does not exist within Phases 2B and 3
Project Area and construction activities would occur on the levees and staging areas which are set
back from the banks of the river. Implementation of avoidance measures listed in the 2010 EA/IS
would ensure construction activities would not adversely affect this species or its habitat.

Swainson’s hawk. Construction of the levee improvements could potentially result in
direct and indirect effects to Swainson’s hawk (SWHA). In the most recent occurrence, SWHAS
were reported nesting approximately 3 miles east-northeast of the Project Area on the south bank of
the Yuba River in 2009. Construction of Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project could potentially result
in direct and/or indirect effects to the SWHA if this species begins nesting adjacent to the Project
Area prior to construction. Construction activities in the vicinity of a nest have the potential to result
in forced fledging or nest abandonment by adult hawks.
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CDFW guidelines state that no intensive new disturbances, such as construction, should be
initiated within % mile of an active SWHA nest in an urban setting or within %2 mile in a rural setting
between March 1%t and September 15" (PER 2016). The Project Area would be surveyed by a
USFWS-approved biologist prior to construction to locate nest sites and identify appropriate
avoidance and minimization measures, in coordination with CDFW, for nests that could be adversely
affected. Implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures listed in the 2010 EA/IS, in
addition to those listed below, would ensure construction activities would not adversely affect this
species or its habitat.

Tri-Colored blackbird. Construction of the levee improvements is not likely to result in
direct or indirect effects to the tri-colored blackbird. Although suitable nesting habitat exists within
Phases 2B and 3, construction activities are not expected to adversely affect this habitat.
Implementation of avoidance measures listed in the 2010 EA/IS would ensure construction activities
would not adversely affect this species or its habitat.

Giant Garter Snake (GGS). Aquatic and terrestrial GGS habitat is present within or
adjacent to the Project Area, specifically, along the northeast portion of Phase 3. This habitat is
assumed to be occupied. Implementation of MRL Phases 2B and 3 would not permanently alter the
quantity or quality of GGS habitat. All potential effects would take place during one construction
season and would be considered temporary.

Potential direct effects to the GGS during construction would be avoided by placement of a
barrier (e.g. hay bales) along the Phase 3 reach that has suitable GGS habitat. There is a potential for
temporary effects to GGS upland habitat. There would be truck traffic on the levee crown and
adjacent to the levee and work would occur on both the levee crown and slopes. All affected upland
habitat would be returned to pre-construction conditions after construction is completed. USACE
reinitiated formal consultation with USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA to address the potential
effects of the Proposed Action on GGS. USFWS issued an amended BO, dated March 13, 2019
(Appendix A).The measures listed in Table 13 would be implemented, as applicable, to further avoid
any adverse effects to the snake or its habitat.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. Construction of the levee improvements could
potentially result in direct and indirect affects to the VELB. Field surveys conducted in June 2018
identified 28 elderberry shrubs (or clusters) within the Phase 3 Project Area footprint and 18 shrubs
(or clusters) within the Phase 2B project footprint. Three of these shrubs had beetle exit holes. All
of the shrubs would be transplanted prior to construction either to a USFWS approved mitigation
bank or to an approved mitigation site. USACE reinitiated Section 7 ESA consultation with USFWS
to address the effects of the Proposed Action on VELB. Additional elderberry shrubs are present
outside of the Project Area footprint but within 100 feet of the footprint. These shrubs would be
protected in place. The mitigation measures listed in the 2010 EA/IS and those listed below would
avoid and minimize effects to elderberries located within 100 feet of the Project Area footprint.

Compensatory mitigation would be implemented to offset adverse effects associated with
transplanting elderberry shrubs from the Project Area footprint. USFWS issued an amended BO,
dated March 13, 2019. All requirements of the biological opinion would be implemented.
Migratory Birds. Construction of the levee improvements could potentially result in direct
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and indirect effects to swallows, passerines, raptors, as well as other migratory birds. Swallow nests
have been previously observed on the undersides of Highway 70/E Street Bridge over the Yuba River,
and under the 5th Street and Highway 20/Colusa Ave. Bridges over the Feather River. Other
migratory birds have also been seen actively nesting in trees/shrubs near staging areas. Construction
activities in the vicinity of a nest have the potential to result in forced fledging or nest abandonment
by these species during the breeding season. However, with implementation of appropriate avoidance
and minimization measures, Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project construction is not expected to
adversely affect these species or their habitat.

3.254 Mitigation

Construction of the MRL Phases 2B and 3 may affect the VELB and its habitat, GGS and its
habitat, and may potentially affect special-status raptor species or other migratory birds.

In 2009, USACE consulted with USFWS for the VELB and USFWS issued a biological
opinion. Because constructing Phases 2B and 3 would affect additional elderberries, beyond what
was identified during the 2009 consultation, USACE reinitiated Section 7 consultation to address the
effects of the Proposed Action on VELB. USFWS issued an amended BO, dated March 13, 2019.
All elderberry shrubs within the Project Area footprint (18 for Phase 2B and 28 for Phase 3) would be
transplanted to a USFWS-approved mitigation bank or a project mitigation area. All elderberries
within 100 feet of the Project Area footprint would be protected through implementation of BMP’s as
well as avoidance and minimization measures like protective fencing. To the extent feasible given
the location of the elderberry shrubs in relation to the flood risk management system, implementation
of the USFWS 1999 Conservation Guidelines would be incorporated into Phases 2B and 3 of the
MRL Project to further avoid and minimize effects to the VELB.

GGS habitat is present in the northeast portion of Phase 3 within and adjacent to an
agricultural ditch that connects to Jack Slough. Rice is farmed immediately adjacent to this ditch and
on other lands in the vicinity. USACE reinitiated formal consultation with USFWS under Section 7
of the ESA to address the potential effects of the Proposed Action on GGS. USFWS issued an
amended BO, dated March 13, 2019. Effects on GGS would be avoided and minimized through
conduct of preconstruction surveys and placement of protective barriers (e.g., hay bales).

Additionally, to mitigate any potential impacts to migratory birds every reasonable effort
would be made to protect trees. Trees identified for removal in Section 3.2.3.3 would be removed
outside the typical nesting season (October 1% through January 31%). Any trees removed during
nesting season would require surveying prior to removal to identify active nests. Avoidance and
minimization measures in coordination with USFWS and CDFW (as appropriate), would be
incorporated to ensure that migratory bird species are not adversely affected during construction
activities.
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Table 13. Special Status Species Mitigation Measures.

Number | Measure

General Avoidance and Minimization Measures

A USFWS-approved biologist would identify boundaries of woodland habitat,
individual trees and elderberry shrubs that are to be avoided, and would have the
contractor fence those areas with orange construction fencing. Erosion control fencing
SSS-1 would be placed at the edges of construction where the construction activities are
upslope of wetlands and channels to prevent washing of sediments offsite. All fencing
would be installed prior to initiating any construction activities and would be
maintained throughout the construction period.

During construction, stockpiling of construction materials, portable equipment,
vehicles, and supplies would be restricted to the designated construction staging areas.
To eliminate an attraction to predators of listed species, all food-related trash items,
such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps, would be disposed of in closed
containers. Revegetation would occur on all areas temporarily disturbed during
construction.

SSS-2

The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and the total area of the
proposed project activity would be limited to the minimum necessary. Routes and
boundaries would be clearly demarcated. Movement of heavy equipment to and from
the project site would be restricted to established roadways to minimize habitat
disturbance. Project-related vehicles would observe a 20-mile-per-hour speed limit
within construction areas, except on country roads and on state and federal highways.

SSS-3

Trees identified for removal in Section 3.2.3.3 would be removed outside the
typical nesting season (October 1% through January 31%). Any trees removed
during nesting season would require surveying prior to removal to identify
active nests. Avoidance and minimization measures in coordination with
USFWS and CDFW (as appropriate), would be incorporated to ensure that
migratory bird species are not adversely affected during construction activities.

SSS-17

VELB Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Prior to beginning construction activities, a USFWS-approved biologist would provide
worker awareness training to identify GGS, VELB, and their habitat. Workers would
be provided with information on their responsibilities with regard to the GGS and the
VELB, a life history overview, measures to minimize potential for take, and an

SSS-4 explanation of the possible penalties for not properly implementing. All on-site
personnel would be required to attend a worker awareness training seminar prior to the
initiation of ground disturbing activities. Special status raptor species and migratory
birds would also be discussed in the training. Written documentation of the training by
all personnel would be submitted to the USFWS within 30 days of its completion.

Pre-construction and post-construction surveys would be done of the elderberry shrubs
in the project area. Pre-construction surveys are designed to detect elderberry shrubs
that may have become established in the work areas since the original surveys. The
post-construction survey would confirm that there was no additional damage to any of

SSS-5 the elderberry shrubs described in this reinitiation package.
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Number | Measure

VELB Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Forty-six (46) elderberry shrubs or shrub clusters are present within the construction
footprint and would be transplanted to a USFWS-approved conservation bank or to an
approved mitigation area in the vicinity of the project. To the extent feasible given
SSS-6 their location on flood risk management levees or within the floodway, shrubs would
be transplanted between November and the first two weeks of February, as specified in
the USFWS’s 1999 Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn
Beetle (Conservation Guidelines).

A USFWS-approved biologist (monitor) would be on-site for the duration of the
excavation and transplanting of the elderberry shrubs to ensure that procedures
outlined in the Conservation Guidelines are followed. The monitor would have the
authority (working through the Contracting Officer’s Representative) to stop work
SSS-7 until corrective measures have been completed if those procedures are not being
followed. If a conservation bank accomplishes the excavation and transplanting, they
may provide a USFWS-approved biological monitor from their staff. In this case, the
monitor would have the authority to stop the excavation and transplanting work until
corrective measures have been completed.

All areas to be avoided during construction activities would be fenced and flagged. In
most cases, fencing would be placed at least 100 feet from the dripline of the shrub. In

SSS-8 some cases, construction activity may be required within 100 feet of a shrub. In these
cases, exclusion fencing would be placed at the greatest possible distance from the
shrubs.

Signs would be posted every 50 feet along the edge of the avoidance areas with the
following information: “This area is the habitat of the valley elderberry longhorn
SSS-9 beetle, a threatened species, and must not be disturbed. This species is protected by the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Violators are subject to prosecution,
fines, and imprisonment.”

$SS-10 Dirt roadways and other areas of disturbed bare ground within 100 feet of Elderberry
shrubs would be watered at least twice a day to minimize dust emissions.

GGS Avoidance and Minimization Measures

A worker awareness training (see Table 12 “VELB Avoidance and Minimization
SS5-4 Measures” for a complete description of this measure).

All construction activity within snake habitat (i.e., upland areas within 200 feet of
aquatic habitat) would be conducted between May 1 and October 1. This is the active
SSS-11 period for the snake and direct mortality is lessened because the snakes can actively
move to avoid danger.

In potential GGS habitat (i.e., upland areas within 200 feet of aquatic habitat) a GGS
survey would be conducted by a USFWS-approved biologist within 24 hours of the
start of construction. This area would be re-inspected when a lapse in construction
activity of two weeks or greater occurs. The biologist would be available throughout
SS5-12 the construction period and would conduct regular monitoring visits to ensure
avoidance and minimization measures are being properly implemented.
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Number | Measure

GGS Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Habitat designated as environmentally sensitive to the GGS would be flagged and
SSS-13 avoided by all construction personnel. Place barriers (e.g. hay bales) along the
Phase 3 reach that has suitable GGS habitat.

Within two weeks of the start of construction activities protective barriers (e.g., hay
SSS-14 bales) would be placed along the Jack Slough ditch to keep equipment and people out
of the snake habitat.

All GGS habitat temporarily affected during construction would be restored by
October 1 of the year in which the construction occurs, as specified in the Guidelines
SSS-15 for Restoration and/or Replacement of Giant Garter Snake Habitat and the Standard
Avoidance and Minimization Measures during Construction Activities in Giant Garter
Snake Habitat (USFWS 1997).

If a GGS is encountered during construction, activities would cease until the snake
SSS-16 moves away from the area on their own volition. If any incidental take occurs, report
to the USFWS immediately by telephone at (916) 414-6600.

3.2.6 Recreation

3.26.1 Environmental Setting

The Recreation Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently characterizes the
affected environment and management for this resource.

3.2.6.2 Effects
Significance Criteria

An action would be considered to have a significant effect on recreation if it would result in
any of the following:

e Eliminate or severely restrict access to recreational facilities and resources.
e Result in substantial long-term disruption of use of an existing recreation facility.
e Substantially diminish the quality of the recreation experience.

e Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration would occur or be accelerated.’

e Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements.
The parks, bikeways, and levee roads would remain open and there would be no changes to the
Project Area.
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Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Phase 2B

Construction of levee improvements in Phase 2B would have short-term effects on recreational
use along the levee crown. The road on top of the levee in Phase 2B would be closed to public use
during the construction period, which would occur between April and October from 2023 to 2024.
Figure 10 identifies an alternate route for bicyclists that provides similar access through adjacent
neighborhoods during construction of Phase 2B. The paved road on top of the levee crown would be
restored to preconstruction condition. The following pedestrian access points would be fenced off and
closed during construction:

e Bizz Johnson and the levee crown

e D Street at the Bok Kai Temple (stairwell)

e 2" Street and the levee crown

e Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road and the levee crown
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There would be four staging areas in Phase 2B that would provide useable locations for
parking, deliveries, equipment storage, and stockpiling. Staging Area #4 is positioned between Yuba
Square Park and the landside embankment of levee Segment L1. Use of this staging area would have
short-term effects on the recreational use in Yuba Square Park during construction activities due to
increased traffic and noise. Additionally, this could have short-term impacts on the Juneteenth
celebration due to traffic and noise from construction and vehicles. Staging Area #1 is located less than
400 feet from Plaza Park, there is also a proposed haul route along HWY 70/E Street /with potential
access points along the levee adjacent to Plaza Park. As a result, there would be an increase in traffic
along entry routes used by recreationalists. Use of Staging Area #1 would have short-term effects on
the recreational use in Plaza Park during construction activities due to increased traffic and noise.

Phase 3

Construction of the levee in Phase 3 would have short-term effects on recreational use along the
levee crown. The road on top of the levee in Phase 3 would be closed to public use during the
construction period, which would occur between April and October from 2020 to 2022. Figure 11
identifies an alternate route for bicyclists that provides similar access through adjacent neighborhoods
during construction of Phase 3. The paved road on top of the levee crown would be restored to
preconstruction condition. The following pedestrian access points would be fenced off and closed
during construction:

e Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road and the levee crown
e East 26" Street at Jack Slough Road and the levee crown
e Cheim Blvd and Olson Court (stairwell)
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Additionally, Levee Road is currently being used by pedestrians (school children) and
bicyclists, such use is unauthorized and is not permitted by Yuba County. Prior to the Spring of
2020, the State of California, Central VValley Flood Protection Board or the Marysville Levee
District would engage with Yuba County to identify the outreach measures Yuba County would
like to perform, provide, or require (if any) as a result of closure of Levee Road to the public
during construction of the Project.

There are three staging areas in Phase 3 along the waterside toe of the levee that would
provide useable locations for parking, deliveries, equipment storage, and stockpiling. The staging
areas are not adjacent to any community, residential or passive parks. However, there is al a
staging area (Staging Area #4) located along the landside levee toe with potential access points
and a proposed haul route along Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road adjacent to Yuba Square Park. This
may have short-term impacts on the Juneteenth celebration due to traffic and noise from
construction and vehicles. Additionally, construction in Phase 3 is located less than 400 feet from
Basin Park with a construction access point/haul route along HWY 20. This would result in an
increase in traffic along entry routes used by recreationalists. The increase in traffic and noise due
to construction would have short-term effects on recreational use in Basin Park.

3.2.6.3 Mitigation

Safety measures and alternate access routes for pedestrians and bicyclists during
construction would be identified and included in a Site Access Plan. Although there would be
short-term disruptions to recreation in and adjacent to the Project Area, these disruptions would
be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of the mitigation measures
described in Table 14, in addition to those applicable from the 2010 EA/IS.

Table 14. Recreation Mitigation Measures.

Number Measure
REC-1 All areas affected by construction activities as well as any recreational roadways
and paths would be restored to their original condition.
REC-2 All closed construction and recreational areas would have large and identifiable
closure signs to assist in public safety.
REC-3 Closed recreational routes would have detour signs to provide recreationists with
an alternate route.

3.2.7 Cultural Resources

3.2.7.1 Environmental Setting

The term cultural resources is broadly defined as the buildings, structures, objects, sites,
districts, and archeological resources associated with historic or prehistoric human activity.
These cultural resources are listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) and are referred to as “historic properties” when they have been determined
eligible for listing or are listed in the NRHP. Such properties may be significant for their
historic, architectural, scientific, or other cultural values and may be of national, state, or local
significance.
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Cultural resources are representative of broad patterns, themes, events and people in
prehistory and history. For the purposes of this Proposed Action, prehistory includes the Native
groups that inhabited the Project Area before contact with the Spanish and later Europeans and
white explorers; history includes the broader scope of exploration of northern California and
the people and events that brought settlement to the Marysville area.

Prehistory

Centuries before modern influences invaded the area around the Yuba and Feather
Rivers the Valley Nisenan inhabited the area. The Nisenan were the dominant Native American
group between modern Sacramento and Marysville. The Nisenan have ethnographic origins in
the Maidu people and their homeland in the northern Sierra Nevada.

The Nisenan were a southern linguistic group of the Maidu people, sometimes referred to
as the “Southern Maidu.” The name “Nisenan” was a self-designation by the native groups
occupying the Yuba and American River drainages (Wilson and Towne 1978). Along with the
Maidu and Konkow, the Nisenan formed a subgroup of the California Penutian linguistic family.
The Nisenan covered a significant portion of the Central Valley and reached into the Sierra
Nevada.

The Nisenan often inhabited areas near rivers; some major areas of significance included
sites on the American, Sacramento, Bear, Feather, and Yuba Rivers. The basic political unit was
a village community or tribelet with one primary village and a few satellite villages under one
head authority. The Nisenan mostly settled in permanent or winter settlements and followed a
yearly gathering cycle that led them away from the lowlands and into the hill country each
summer. During the annual gathering cycle, the Nisenan harvested acorns, nutmeg, pine nuts,
buckeyes, and sunflower seeds and often stored these for long periods. Other vegetation such as
greens, tule and cattail roots, brodiaea bulbs, manzanita berries, blackberries, and California
grapes was harvested and eaten as they ripened. All valley groups, including the Nisenan, fished
trout, perch, chub, sucker, hardhead, eel, sturgeon, and Chinook salmon. Fishing methods
included hook, net, harpoon, trap, weir, and poison (Moratto 1984).

History

Early Spanish contact occurred at the southern end of Nisenan territory as the Spanish,
notably José Canizares in 1776, explored Miwok land. Although there is no record of the
Nisenan removal to the Spanish missions, by the late 1820’s, white settlement began to
encroach on Nisenan land as American and Hudson’s Bay Company trappers began to trap
beaver in the Nisenan territory under peaceful occupation. In 1833, a disease, believed to be
malaria, swept through the Sacramento Valley and decimated the valley Nisenan. An estimated
75 percent of the native population was killed; as a result, there were very few Nisenan left in
the valley to face the settlers and gold miners who came soon after the epidemic.

By January 1850, the discovery of gold in Coloma in 1848 encouraged development in
the area, and a town was laid. Mary Murphy Covillaud, wife of Charles Covillaud and Donner
party survivor, received the honor of having the new town of Marysville named for her
(Hoover, et al. 1990). With the discovery of gold in the Nisenan territory, the remaining natives
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were killed; their villages were destroyed; and they were persecuted. White settlers and miners
called the Nisenan “diggers” and quickly destroyed them as a viable culture (Wilson and
Towne 1978).

The location of Marysville made it an ideal center of trade for the northern mines. As
the head of navigation on the Feather River, Marysville had the superior location along the river
because the distance to the north and east mines was not great. Riverboat cargoes could be
readily transported via pack-mule to gold fields farther afield, and as a result, the city of
Marysville experienced amazing growth due to its position along the Yuba and Feather Rivers
(Hoover, et al. 1990).

Marysville history is intertwined with the history of the Gold Rush. Due to the promise
of massive fortune, thousands of people flooded the area starting in 1849. The Chinese came to
Marysville at the same time, and their influence in the city’s development is still visible in the
old town area of Marysville and the Bok Kai Temple at the lower end of D Street. To the
Chinese, Marysville was known as Sam Fou, or “the third city,” due to its large population,
only exceeded by the populations of San Francisco and Sacramento (California Office of
Historic Preservation 2002). The earlier Chinese settlers of Marysville emigrated from the
Canton Province of the Kwang Tung state of China (Marysville Chinese Community 2002).

As the Chinese came to the Marysville area, they brought along their myths, idols,
customs, and religion. In 1854, the Chinese of Marysville erected the Bok Kai Mui Temple to
house their gods and worship. After the original temple was destroyed, a new location of
worship, the Bok Kai Temple, was built in 1880 about two blocks from the original structure.
Since 1974, the Bok Kai Temple has been the focus of a continual restoration project supported
by the entire Marysville community (Marysville Chinese Community 2002).

After the mining activities in the Marysville area diminished, the building of the Central
Pacific Railroad quickly took over as a major source of Chinese employment. Eventually, both
the Southern Pacific and Northern Pacific Railroads ran through the city as supply routes.
Before construction of the Central Pacific Railroad began, engineer Theodore Judah suggested
that Marysville was an ideal town to connect to the direct Central Pacific line. Although he was
overruled, the railroad did eventually connect with Marysville, which further shortened the
length of time supplies took to reach the city and therefore increased business (Shouter 2000).

3.2.7.2 Effects
Significance Criteria

Any adverse effects on cultural resources that are listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP
are considered to be significant. Cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP are
considered “historic properties” and must undergo particular evaluation of effects in order to
determine if an alternative is adverse. An alternative would be considered to have a significant
adverse effect on historic properties if it diminishes the integrity of the resource’s location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Types of effects include:

e Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the historic property;
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Isolation of the historic property from or alteration of the character of the historic
property’s setting when that character contributes to the historic property’s
qualifications for the NRHP;

Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of the character with
the historic property or alter setting;

Neglect of a historic property, resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and,

Transfer, lease, or sale of the historic property.

Significance criteria is also provided under CEQA Guidelines, which include:

Substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines;

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique; paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature;

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries;

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k);

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Publics Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements. As a
result, there would be no adverse effect on existing cultural resources or historic properties in or near

the APE.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

The history of the city of Marysville shares many common themes with other northern
California towns established during the Gold Rush. Native Americans, the railroad, mining, and the
Chinese all had considerable influence in Marysville’s history. As a result, the majority of the known
resources within the Project Area are related to these historic themes. For the purposes of the Proposed
Action, the archeological area of potential effects (APE) includes an area more expansive than the
Phase 2B and 3 Project Area (Figures 12 and 13). There are known historic resources that are partially
within the Project Area and expand to areas outside this area. Although those portions of the historic
resources are not within the Project Area, they must be inventoried and evaluated as being potentially
affected by the Proposed Action.
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Note: The two previously identified staging areas on the landside of Segment K2 have been removed from further consideration.

Figure 12. MRL Phase 2B Cultural Resources (APE) Map.
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Figure 13. MRL Phase 3 Cultural Resources (APE) Map.
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Existing Cultural Resources and Historic Properties

Within the APE there are no known existing prehistoric sites. Since the city of Marysville was
established in 1850 there has been extensive development in the city and surrounding areas, including
the construction of the levees and areas along the river banks. The 2010 cultural resources inventory
identified three known cultural resources within the Phase 2B and 3 APEs, including the Bok Kai
Temple, the Marysville Ring Levee, and the Yuba River Sand Company Plant. A short description of
each resource is given below. In addition to these, one other potential historic property, the Southern
Pacific Railroad Bridge, Grade, and Viaduct, was also identified, however, the grade is still active and
the Proposed Action will not have direct or indirect adverse effects on the grade.

Bok Kai Temple. The Bok Kai Temple is located in Marysville’s Chinatown and was built in
1880. Located on D Street immediately adjacent to the landside levee slope and toe, the temple is also
the focal point of the Bomb Day festival, which is held every year on the second day of the second
month of the Chinese lunar year. The Bok Kai Temple is listed as a California Registered Historical
Landmark and a State Point of Historic Interest. In addition, it is included in the California Inventory of
Historic Resources, is listed in the NRHP and in 2001 the National Trust for Historic Preservation
listed the Bok Kai Temple as one of America’s 11 Most Endangered Historic Places. The temple was
nominated to the NRHP in 1974 for consideration as a site of significance due to its architectural and
religious aspects. The Bok Kai Temple is the only temple in the United States that honors Bok Eye,
the Chinese Water God, and is unique for its interior wall paintings and murals, gilded alters, painted
statuary, and elaborately embroidered ceremonial banners and lanterns.

The Bok Kai Temple is not within the direct Project Area of construction, but due to the close
proximity of construction and the sensitivity of the historic resource, the temple is considered within
the archaeological APE. At this location a secant pile wall would be constructed. A series of 3- to 4-
foot diameter holes would be drilled into the earth by a drill rig. These holes may be cased with a steel
pipe which can be vibrated or oscillated into the ground at the perimeter of the holes. The boreholes are
backfilled with Portland cement concrete using a concrete pump truck. Steel reinforcing may be added
to provide additional strength. Due to the close proximity of the temple and the sensitivity of the
structure and artwork the temple has undergone specific investigation to determine its ability to
withstand vibration and construction effects.

Marysville Ring Levee. After the floods of 1875 the MRL was modified from its original 1868
construction to generally the same location and design as is seen today.

There have been substantial additions and modifications such as earth fill (1907, 1942 and
1956), dredge tailings (1908), and various raises and reshaping in the 134 years since the levee
construction. The levee surrounds the city of Marysville in its entirety and is a standard trapezoidal
shaped earthen levee. In some places railroad tracks, berms, roads and other utilities cross or run
parallel to the levee. The MRL would undergo a number of different construction methods, including
jet grouting, construction of slurry walls, installation of secant pile walls, and construction of berms.
Except for the Phase 4 construction where seepage/stability berms would be constructed, upon
completion of construction it would not be outwardly visible that construction has occurred at the
location. Additionally, the MRL has undergone countless physical modifications in its 134 year
history in order to keep the system viable as flood protection for the city and as a result any NRHP
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eligibility of the levee would not be related to its visual integrity. Due to its significance as a flood
protection feature for Marysville and because it has played an important role in the city’s history the
Marysville Ring Levee has been found eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Marysville Sand Company Plant. The remains of the Marysville Sand Company Plant are
located on the waterside of the southern portion of the MRL, near 1st Street and between B and C
Streets in downtown Historic Marysville. The Marysville Sand Company is located on a wide portion
of the berm between the ring levee and the Yuba River. The Marysville Sand Company originally
began to dredge and process sand from this location in 1915. There were prior sand and gravel
dredging operations at this location in the 1880s and 1890s when the Western Pacific Railroad drove
much of the sand and gravel business. Sand was dredged from the Yuba River located south of the site
location, processed through various methods such as fire kilns to dry it, or directly loaded onto railroad
cars from the Western Pacific and Southern Pacific railway lines located nearby. The sand was
generally used by the railroad companies to help cool the friction that occurred on the railway tracks
and as engine sand for steam engines. Sand processing continued at this location well into the 1960s
and 1970s and was abandoned sometime in the last 30 years (Lamon 2009).

Since abandonment, most of the features that typified a sand processing plant have been
removed and very little remains to indicate the original use of the site. In the last decade the concrete
walls and foundations have been heavily vandalized and the area has been used for dumping and other
illegal activities. At this location the area would be used for staging of equipment and materials and the
remaining features of the sand plant would be removed. The Marysville Sand Company Plant has been
found not eligible for listing in the NRHP. Although sand processing was an important contributor to
the railroad industry in this area it is not a unique activity since several other sand and gravel plants
operated nearby. Additionally, most of the original features of the plant have been removed and the
integrity of the plant has been heavily compromised.

In 2017, additional historic property identification measures were undertaken within the Phase
2 and 3 APEs. These measures included an ethnographic study, an updated cultural resources
inventory, and geoarchaeological subsurface testing. The additional measure were completed to update
the cultural resource inventory and to address concerns regarding the potential for prehistoric sites
within the APE, which were expressed by Native American tribes after the 2010 Section 106
consultation was complete. As a result of the additional inventory and testing, nine potential historic
properties were identified. These include:

e Sacramento Northern Railroad Grade

e Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge, Grade, and Viaduct
e SL-02-three historic-era concrete foundations

e SL-03-historic-era, concrete loading platform

e Levee Road, Hipped-Roof Residence

e Nelson Spur Levee

e Industrial Building (1474 Levee Road)
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e SW-02-buried historic-era materials
e SW-03-buried discreet ash lens (thermal feature)

In addition, to the potential historic properties previously outlined, 12 buildings contributing to
the National Register-listed Marysville Historic Commercial District are also within the APE. A full
list of these properties are presented in Table 15 below. Planned construction measures will avoid all of
these buildings and will have no adverse effects to the characteristics that make these properties
eligible for listing in the National Register.

Table 15. Buildings contributing to the NRHP-listed Marysville Historic Commercial District.

Address Description Parcel No. Construction
Date
226 1st Street One-story brick APN 010 300 017 circa 1888
228 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 015 1858
230 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 014 1860
232 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 013 1858
310 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 055 circa 1860
312 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 055 circa 1860
320 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 005 circa 1860
322 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 004 1858
330 1st Street Two-story brick APN 010 300 052 circa 1854
25 C Street One-story brick APN 101 300 035 circa 1860
building with stucco
finish
East of 25 C Street One-story brick APN 010 300 034 circa 1925
7 D street Two-story brick APN 010 300 053 circa 1887

Following USACE’s November 30, 2018, consultation under 36 CFR § 800.13, post review
discoveries, carried out with interested Native American Tribes and the SHPO, only three of the
potential historic properties (SL-03, SW-02, and SW-03) were found to be within areas of potential
impacts, thus they could not be avoided by the Proposed Action undertaking. Descriptions of these
three properties are provided below.

SL-03. SL-03 is within Staging Area 6 that will also be used during Phase 2B construction
activities. Itis a split-elevation, concrete, loading dock with steel, angle-iron, and wooden edging that
is situated on the landside of the levee. This rebar reinforced structure is approximately 37 feet long by
22 % feet wide. The eight-foot-wide southern tier is just over three feet high on the western end, while
the sloping ramp on the eastern end is approximately 12 feet long from grade to the height of the
loading platform.
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The northern tier is approximately 14 feet wide and just over two feet high at the western end; the
eastern ramp is roughly 17 feet long. Aside from the structure, no other artifacts, structure, buildings,
or objects were found in association.

SW-02 Area of Archaeological Potential. SW-02, is within Staging Area 2 to be used during
cutoff wall construction on Phase 2B. The SW-02 area consists of a discrete feature representing
historic-era trash pit or backfilled privy. It was discovered in an empty lot adjacent and south of 1st
Street during subsurface testing. A rectangular dark brown stain with butchered bone and other refuse
was observed at 70 centimeters below surface (cmbs), measuring roughly 70 cm in length (long axis of
trench) by 105 cm in width. However, the feature extended into the eastern and western trench walls
and was not fully defined. Screening of the disturbed feature matrix produced a large concentration of
saw-cut mammal bone, Chinese ceramics and porcelain, a nearly complete opium pipe bowl, glass
marble, and other glass fragments. The testing excavation was terminated when the feature was first
encountered, so the full depth of the deposit remains unknown. The single temporally diagnostic
artifact suggests this trash deposit dates to circa 1870-1890, and is associated with the Chinese
community that historically occupied this portion of Marysville.

SW-03 Area of Archaeological Potential. SW-03 was also identified during the
geoarchaeological testing. The area was identified on the waterside of the levee, approximately 54 feet
from the toe of the levee, and an estimated 70 plus feet from the placement of the cutoff wall to be
constructed. The SW-03 area consists of a feature exposed along the waterside (east) of the levee. It
was first encountered at 210 cmbs. The discrete, basin-shaped, ash feature was observed beginning at
225 cmbs and measured 120 cm in length. As viewed in cross-section, the ash lens was 11 cm thick at
the center and tapered to a common surface on both edges. No burned earth or other evidence of in situ
burning (e.g., large charcoal fragments) was observed, suggesting the dense ash deposit may be a
secondary dump, possibly a hearth cleanout or the remains of a burned structure. Macrobotanical
samples collected from the feature suggests that it may be a mix of traditional Native California
occupation residue and Euro-American material possibly associated with a post-contact, Native
settlement. However, it is also possible that the historic-era feature is superimposed on an earlier, pre-
contact archaeological deposit.

This alternative would have no adverse effects on existing historic properties that are listed, or
are eligible, for listing in the NRHP. There are 17 known cultural resources within the APE. Two of
the cultural resources, the Marysville Sand Company Plant and SL-03 (loading dock), have been
determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP, with SHPO concurrence and would not be affected by
the Proposed Action. Two of the historic properties, the Marysville Ring Levee and the Bok Kai
Temple, are considered eligible, or are listed in the NRHP.

The Marysville Ring Levee is a historic property eligible for listing on the NRHP. The levee is
eligible for listing due to its role as a flood protection feature for Marysville and because it has played
an important part in the city’s history. Construction of the Proposed Action would not affect those
characteristics that make the levee eligible for listing in the NRHP. As a result, there would be no
effect to the Marysville Ring Levee and no mitigation would be required. This determination received
SHPO concurrence in 2010.

The Bok Kai Temple is a property that is listed in a number of local and state historic registers
and is listed in the NRHP. The Bok Kai Temple is located near the landside toe along a portion of the
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Phase 2B Project Area. Proposed activities in this area would include installation of a soil bentonite
(SB) cutoff wall to a depth up to 90 feet deep constructed below the levee crown centerline. One of the
advantages of this type of construction is that it minimizes the level of vibration and possible effects to
the Bok Kai Temple, which is considered structurally sensitive.

In order to assess the structural sensitivity of the temple, USACE Structural Engineers
completed a visual inspection of the temple on October 14, 2009. They concluded that the Bok Kai
Temple appeared to be very sound structurally for its age. The foundation and footings of the overall
structure were observed to be well-constructed brick spread footing, which allowed the weight of the
structure to be distributed over a larger footing area, thus reducing the potential for settlement. The
footings of the structure appeared robust and additional structural beams were observed in sensitive
locations in the temple. Some small cracks were observed in the exterior walls of the building, but
conservation work such as removal of the heavy clay tile roof and replacement of two timber columns
at the temple’s entrance were noted as efforts that have improved the temple’s structural stability.

Based on the current level of design, an analysis of the Proposed Action was initiated by
USACE Structural Engineers. The results of the analysis has determined that the installation of the
cutoff wall and associated construction activity in the area, such as equipment hauling, would not
likely result in vibrations that would have a significant effect on the Bok Kai Temple. In addition to
this structural analysis, a USACE Civil Engineer conducted an evaluation of Proposed Action
construction. The construction analysis was based on the structural analysis and applied vibration level
equations from the Caltrans Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual. A
determination was then made on whether the Bok Kai Temple would likely be adversely affected by
the proposed construction in Phase 2.

The Caltrans vibration manual provides estimates of the vibration generated by construction
equipment, which is specific to the types of equipment used on the site. For the proposed construction,
cutoff wall with associated earthwork, wall will be installed using an open trench, slurry method of
construction. Of the proposed construction in Phase 2B, the largest vibration would be generated by
trench excavation, slurry mixing, and use of heavy equipment. The Caltrans vibration manual provides
the following equation to determine the vibration level from construction equipment associated with
this kind of construction:

PPVEquipment = PPVRef (25/D)n (in/sec) (Equation 10)

The Caltrans vibration manual provides a reference value of 0.089 PPV (peak particle velocity)
at 25 feet for drilling pile foundations. “D” is the distance from the equipment to the structure receiving
the vibration. The analysis from USACE Civil Engineer used a conservative value of 40 feet for “D”
and 1.1 for “n” as recommended by the Caltrans vibration manual. Based on these conservative values
and the current level of design, it was determined the value of vibration would be:

PPVEquipment = 0.05

The Caltrans vibration manual lists the value for the most fragile buildings (including ruins and
ancient monuments) as 0.08. It was determined (taking into account the conclusions from USACE),
that the Bok Kai Temple is unlikely to be as weak as those structures, and is more likely to be in the
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fragile or historic category (e.g. max PPV of 0.1 to 0.25). Therefore, it was concluded that the
proposed construction of a cutoff wall would likely produce less vibration than the threshold value for
continuous sources for the most conservative case, and as a result, the Bok Kai Temple is unlikely to
be damaged by vibrations due to cutoff wall installation.

However, during the Phase 2B detailed engineering design, and in accordance with stipulations
contained in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Bok Kai Temple for this undertaking,
USACE will conduct a more extensive analysis of potential construction affects through vibration
monitoring measures to protect the temple and ensure that it is not adversely effected. To ensure that
vibration levels would be kept at a level that would not adversely affect the temple, a variety of
precautionary construction methods and seismic monitoring would occur during Proposed Action
construction in accordance with the recommendations of USACE Structural Observations and
Analysis, USACE Civil Engineers, and the MOA.

Recommendations include:
e Pre-design surveys to determine potentially affected structures;
e Pre- and post-construction surveys for visual record;

e Limitation of heavy equipment speeds along the work areas to reduce ground vibrations
(e.g. maintain scraper speeds below five miles per hour within 500 feet of the Bok Kai
Temple);

e Choice of construction methods that would mitigate vibration effects;

e Limitation of vibrations from compacting equipment (e.g. kneading or tamping foot
compactors instead of vibrating drum rollers);

e Use of accelerometers, seismometers and inclinometers to monitor structures;

e Visual inspection by trained field personnel and other monitoring equipment used to
measure ground motion; and,

e Conduct pre-construction training for contractor employees.

During construction of Phase 2B vibratory equipment would be used within the APE and near
the Bok Kai Temple to monitor the vibrations from the construction and equipment. In the event that
vibrations reach a level that would possibly result in damage to the temple, construction activities in
the area would be reduced. The seismic monitoring and compliance with the stipulations of the MOA
would ensure that there would be no adverse effects to the Bok Kai Temple and therefore no mitigation
would be required.

For the purposes of Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project, the Corps is assuming that potential
historic properties SW-02 and SW-03 are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) under Criterion D (36 CFR § 800.13[c]). Based on the extent of buried features and materials
identified, both areas have the potential for scientific archaeological data that can provide additional
information important to the history of the region. The Staging Area in which SW-02 is located has
been removed from consideration as part of the Proposed Action, therefore, the potential historic
property would not be adversely affected.
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SW-03 is the second area of buried archaeological potential. The buried component was
encountered at a depth between 6.5 and 7 ft. below the ground surface and it appears to be in close
proximity to the construction right-of-way for the levee patrol road near the waterside toe of the levee.
The constructed width of the road will be a maximum of 15 feet wide. The road will be excavated to a
depth of 1.5 to 2 feet deep to allow for the installation of road base. The depth of disturbance for the
road is not expected to impact the buried component, however, to ensure that additional buried deposits
are not encountered in the area, an archaeological monitor will be present during all phases of ground
disturbing construction.

Currently there are two existing historic properties, the Bok Kai Temple and the Marysville
Ring Levee, and two additional potential historic properties—SW-02 and SW-03, within the APE. As
the Proposed Action is designed and within the previously outlined stipulations, these historic
properties would not be adversely affected by the MRL Project. The Proposed Action would have no
adverse effects on any historic properties listed in, or eligible for listing in, the NRHP and, therefore,
mitigation measures are not warranted.

USACE Civil Engineers completed a vibration level study for the Bok Kai Temple and
determined that it is unlikely to be damaged by vibrations due to cutoff wall installation. However, to
ensure that vibration levels would be kept at a level that would not adversely affect the temple, a
variety of precautionary construction methods and seismic monitoring would occur during
construction in accordance with the recommendations of USACE Structural Observations and
Analysis, USACE Civil Engineers, and the MOA.

As with all earth disturbing projects, the potential for unanticipated discoveries is possible. In
the event that archeological deposits are found during Phases 2B and 3 construction activities, work
would be stopped pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13(b), post-review discoveries, to determine the
significance of the find and, if necessary, complete appropriate discovery procedures.

3.2.8 Traffic and Circulation

3.28.1 Environmental Setting

The Traffic and Circulation Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently
characterizes the affected environment and management for this resource.

3.2.8.2 Effects

Significance Criteria

An action would be considered to have a significant effect on transportation if it would result
in any of the following:

e Substantially increase traffic in relation to existing traffic load and capacity of the roadway
system.

e Substantially disrupt the flow and/or travel time of traffic.
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e Expose people to significant public safety hazards resulting from construction
activities on or near the public road system.

e Reduce supply of parking spaces sufficiently to increase demand above supply.

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

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

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

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

e Result in inadequate emergency access

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

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no improvements to the Marysville Ring
Levee. Routine operation and maintenance would continue on the existing levee. The existing
freeway/roadway network, public transportation, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as well as types
of traffic and circulation patterns would remain the same. However, based on the Transportation
Concept Reports (TCRs) for Highway 20 and Highway 70, traffic volumes are expected to increase
within the current 20-year planning period (CalTrans 2013; CalTrans 2014).

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Construction of the Proposed Action would have short-term effects on traffic and circulation.
Construction activities could affect the type, volume, and movement of traffic, as well as public
safety in and near the Project Area.

Level of Service (LOS) is commonly used to describe roadway traffic volumes. LOS is a
general measure of traffic conditions, whereby a letter grade, from A (the best) to F (the worst), is
assigned. Typically, within the urban areas of Sutter and Yuba counties, HWY 20 and HWY 70 are
designated as LOS E.

HWY 20, HWY 70, Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road, and the crown of the levee would be the
primary haul and access routes for the duration of construction. All other roads used during
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construction are dependent on the work Phase. Truck hauling during construction would increase
traffic and could decrease the LOS on both highways from LOS E to LOS F. An increase in traffic
could also slow down public transportation routes and schedules throughout Marysville. The traffic
increase would result in a short-term impact to the roadways; however, after completion, roadway
traffic would return to pre-construction conditions.

The peak month ADT is the average daily traffic for the month of heaviest traffic flow. On
many routes, peak month ADT is more representative of traffic conditions than the annual ADT due
to high traffic volumes that occur during certain seasons of the year. For the City of Marysville in
Yuba County, the peak month ADT for HWY 70 South is approximately 28,000, HWY 70 North is
approximately 46,900, and HWY 20 is approximately 29,650 (CalTrans 2016).

Phase 2B

A maximum of 50 construction workers would be onsite each day while the cutoff wall is
being constructed. These workers would access the area via regional and local roadways, and park
their vehicles at one of the staging areas identified. No construction-related vehicles would be parked
along regional roadways or nearby residential areas. As a result, there would be no effects on parking
supply or availability.

Rail traffic in Phase 2B occurs throughout the day in both directions. Construction activities
would be permitted within 25 feet of the centerline of operational tracks only with approval from the
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) local operating unit. No temporary railroad crossing would be
permitted and construction activities closer than 25 feet from the UPRR ROW would not cause the
tracks to become un-operational.

The proposed haul route for all material and equipment transportation in Segments K1 and K2
would include HWY 70/E Street, 3rd Street, F Street, and Bizz Johnson Drive to the waterside toe or
levee crown. However, due to the distance from HWY 70 and restricted access along the UPRR
ROW, an alternate route is proposed for Segment L1 to include HWY 20, E 12th Street, and Simpson
Lane/Ramirez Road to access the waterside toe or levee crown. The Contractor would be responsible
for preparing a Traffic Control Plan to ensure that construction vehicles are able to safely enter and
exit the Project Area.

Based on the hauling calculations for the number and duration of truck trips during
construction, Phase 2B would increase traffic volume by a maximum of 133 round trips per day.
HWY 20 and HWY 70 are main thoroughfares for regional traffic to and from Marysville. The
Proposed Action could significantly impact traffic along these highways from the heavy equipment
and transport trucks entering from local roadways.

Phase 3

A portion of Phase 3 is within CalTrans ROW and construction activities within the Project
Area would impact daily traffic along HWY 20. A localized lane shift is proposed at HWY 20 and
along the county road at Simpson Lane. Night work construction activities would be implemented to
minimize impacts to traffic. Hours of operation would include 8:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. and extend up to
2 months during a full construction season. To reduce impacts to traffic and circulation during peak
hours, steel road plates would be placed over the cutoff wall trenches during the day to provide a
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temporary road surface and secure covering for pedestrians and vehicles to pass over safely.
Communication with Caltrans was initiated to facilitate a traffic mitigation plan and receive input
regarding traffic rerouting—communication and coordination with Caltrans would continue until
Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project is fully constructed.

A maximum of 20 workers would be onsite each day during construction. These workers
would access the area via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the staging
areas identified. The staging areas are located on the waterside toe of the levee and do not directly
impact any roadways. The staging areas would be accessed via the levee crown and/or the waterside
toe. No construction-related vehicles would be parked along regional roadways or nearby residential
areas. As a result, there would be no effects on parking supply or availability.

The proposed haul route for Phase 3 would include HWY 20, E 12" Street, and Ramirez
Street/Simpson Lane. The Contractor would be responsible for preparing a Traffic Control Plan to
ensure that construction vehicles are able to safely enter and exit the Project Area. The waterside toe
of the levee would be used for access for duration of the entire phase. Construction of temporary
access ramps may be necessary for equipment access from the landside slope to the crown of the
levee.

Based on the hauling calculations for the number and duration of truck trips during
construction, Phase 3 would increase traffic volume by a maximum of 97 round trips per day. HWY
20 is a main thoroughfare for regional traffic to and from Marysville and the Proposed Action could
significantly impact traffic from the heavy equipment and transport trucks entering from local
roadways.

Conclusion

Although there would be an increase in traffic in the Project Area during construction, this
increase would be short-term and would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with
implementation of the mitigation measures described below.

3.2.8.3 Mitigation

All applicable mitigation measures from the 2010 EA/IS would be implemented to reduce any
short-term effects on traffic. Additionally, night work would be implemented as part of the Phase 3
construction activities and would include a localized lane shift to minimize traffic flow interference.
Night work and the proposed localized lane shifts would be communicated through notification in
papers, media, and on social media. Additionally, electronic boards would be displayed no less than
one week prior to, and for the duration of any lane shift and/or night work activities.

The Contractor would prepare a Traffic Control Plan to minimize traffic flow interference
from construction activities. The Traffic Control Plan would include appropriate placement of signs,
flaggers, barricades, and traffic delineation to minimize traffic disruption and ensure public safety.
The Contractor would also be responsible for coordinating with Yuba County, the City of Marysville,
CalTrans, and other responsible agencies to reduce adverse effects on traffic (to include the
development and implementation of a traffic mitigation plan). The Contractor would obtain all
applicable permits, which would include a Construction Encroachment Permit for work that would be
performed on the public ROW.
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3.2.9 Noise and Vibration

3.29.1 Regulatory Setting

The Noise and Vibration Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently characterizes
the regulatory setting for this resource.

3.29.2 Environmental Setting

The Noise and Vibration Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010) sufficiently characterizes
the affected environment and management for this resource. There have been no studies or new data
generated to date that are relevant to the discussion of the affected environment.

3.2.9.3 Effects

Significance Criteria

Adverse effects of noise are considered significant is an alternative would result in any of the
following:

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

e Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels.

e Substantial short-term or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above existing levels without the project.

e Substantial long-term increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels without the project.

e Vibration exceeding 0.2 in/sec within 75 feet of existing buildings

Table 16. Maximum Allowable Interior Space Noise Exposure from Transportation Noise
Sources at Noise Sensitive Land Uses.

LAND USE INTERIOR SPACES
DBA Lon DBA Leg
RESIDENCES 45 -
HOTELS, MOTELS 45 —
SCHOOLS, LIBRARIES, MUSEUMS,
PLACES OF WORSHIP, HOSPITALS, 45 45

NURSING HOMES

THEATERS, AUDITORIUMS,
CONCERT HALLS, AMPHITHEATERS
OFFICE BUILDINGS, RETAIL, AND 45 .
COMMERCIAL SERVICES

Notes: dBA=A-weighted decibels; Lan=day-night average noise level; Leq=energy-equivalent noise level
Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 2003 General Plan Guidelines

35 —
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Table 17. Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure from Non-Transportation Noise Sources at Noise-

Sensitive Land Uses.

NOISE LEVEL ) P ' o
DESCRIPTOR DAYTIME (7:00 A.M. - 10:00 P.M.) NIGHTTIME (10:00 P.M. -7:00 A.M.)
Hourly Leg 60 dBA 45 dBA
L max 75 dBA 65 dBA

Notes: dBA=A-weighted decibels; Leq= energy-equivalent noise level; Lmax=maximum noise level
Source: Yuba County General Plan 2030

Table 18. Noise Emissions Reference Levels for Construction Equipment.

Construction Equipment

Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet)

Backhoe

Dump Truck
Excavator
Grader
Generator
Jackhammer
Paver

Clam Shovel (Dropping)
Concrete Batch Plant

80
93
83
84
85
85
82
85
85

Source: Federal Highway Administration 2017
Alternative 1 (No Action)

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not construct the MRL improvements.
Routine operation and maintenance would continue on the existing levee. The types of noise
sources and sensitive receptors would be the same as described for the existing conditions in the

Noise and Vibration Section of the 2010 EA/IS (USACE 2010)

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Construction activity noise levels would vary depending on construction equipment type,
number, and duration. Based on their distance from the Project Area (Figures 10 and 11), sensitive
receptors would experience noise levels similar to those described in Table 18. Construction noise
levels would be substantially greater than existing noise levels at nearby sensitive receptor locations.
Noise-sensitive receptors that could be affected include residents, wildlife, recreationists, homeless
encampments and individual campsites, and businesses. Additionally, noise-sensitive land uses
include residences, motels and hotels, libraries, churches, hospitals and other similar uses where noise
can adversely affect use of the land.

Construction activities associated with Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project would be
temporary in nature and related noise impacts would be short-term. However, since construction
activities could substantially increase ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive locations, especially if
they occur during nighttime hours, noise from construction would be potentially significant without
mitigation. According to the 2010 EA/IS construction impacts on noise would be less-than-significant
if construction activities fell within Yuba County’s construction exemption for noise limited to the
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. (Yuba County Ordinance Code, §8.20.310). The Proposed Action is
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focused on the potential effect of any construction activities that would occur outside of the 7:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m. timeframe.

Phase 2B

Construction and staging areas are located adjacent to residential neighborhoods, local
businesses, Riverfront Regional Park, and a historic property (the Bok Kai Temple). There would be
short-term increases in noise to these receptors during the construction period. Additionally, there is
potential that vibrations associated with construction activities could cause damage to structures
and/or personal property, adjacent to the Project Area. The Bok Kai Temple is located on the
landside toe of the levee in Phase 2B.

A preliminary report from USACE structural and construction engineers found that vibration
effects from construction activities are not likely to adversely affect the temple. This conclusion
takes into account the structural vulnerability of the temple, the likely vibration output of the kinds of
construction in the area, and application of vibration level equations from the Caltrans
Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual. The structural and
construction impact report also found that the temple is in relatively sound and sturdy condition and
that construction efforts would not likely adversely affect the temple. The report suggested a number
of best management practices to lessen the likelihood of damages to the Bok Kai Temple due to
construction activities on the levee. Additional information can be found in Section 3.2.6 (Cultural
Resources).

Phase 3

There are no additional sensitive receptors other than those discussed above. There would
likely be short term increases in noise to these receptors. Additionally, construction of the Proposed
Action would require a temporary, localized lane shift in Phase 3 at HWY 20 and the county road at
Simpson Lane. Night work construction activities would be implemented and hours of operation
would include 8:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. and extend up to 2 months during a full construction season.

Yuba County Ordinance Code, §8.20.310states that it is unlawful to perform any outside
construction or repair work on buildings, structures, or projects or operate construction type devices
within a residential zone (or within a 500 foot radius of a residential zone), between the hours of
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 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 obtained. From Google
Earth imaging the night work locations appear to occur outside the specified 500 foot radius for
residential housing; however, the Contractor would be responsible for taking accurate field
measurements and for obtaining all applicable permits prior to initiating any night work activities.

Conclusion

Although there would be an increase in noise and vibration in the Project Area during
construction, this increase would be short-term and would be reduced to less-than-significant levels
with implementation of the mitigation measures described below.

3.29.4 Mitigation
If noise levels exceed the maximum allowable levels listed in Table 17, projects are required
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to incorporate mitigation to reduce noise exposure in outdoor activity areas to the maximum extent
feasible and include mitigation to achieve acceptable interior noise levels, as defined in Table 16
(Yuba County General Plan 2030). Mitigation measures to reduce any potential effects from noise
and vibration were documented in the 2010 EA/IS and would be incorporated during construction
activities. Prior to initiation of construction, the Contractor would be responsible for providing public
notification in papers and on social media. Additionally, the night work associated with the Proposed
Action would fall outside of the designated hours for Yuba County’s construction exemption for
noise. Therefore, the Contractor would be responsible for obtaining all applicable permits from the
Community Development and Services Agency’s Director of the Planning and Building Services
Department prior to initiating any night work activities.

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

NEPA and CEQA regulations require the discussion of project effects that, when combined
with the effects of other projects, result in significant cumulative effects. The NEPA regulations
define a cumulative effect as:

“The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor or collectively significant actions taken over a period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7).

The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative effects as:

“Two or more individual effects which, when considered together, compound or increase
other environmental impacts” (Section 15355).

The cumulative impact analysis captures the effects that result from the Proposed Action in
combination with the effects of other actions in the same geographic area within the timeframe of the
Proposed Action. This SEA/IS considers the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable short-term and
long-term effects of implementing the Proposed Action.

Chapter 3.0 of the SEAV/IS identifies potential direct and indirect environmental effects of the
Proposed Action. These effects are assessed in terms of their potential to combine with similar
environmental effects of the local projects listed below, resulting in cumulative impacts. This
analysis is focused on considering the potential for those impacts identified in Chapter 3.0 to create a
considerable contribution that would result in significant adverse cumulative effects.

The Proposed Action would likely have no adverse cumulative effects on wetlands and other
waters of the U.S., surface water (including water quality), public utilities, land use, or prime and
unique farmlands. The effects of the Proposed Action would result in cumulative impacts to
vegetation and special-status species; however, no net loss of these resources would occur as a result
of mitigation measures. There would be short-term cumulative impacts on traffic and air quality as a
result of the Proposed Action. The amounts of traffic and emissions would increase due to
construction operations and mitigation measures would implemented to reduce these effects.
Significance of cumulative effects is determined by meeting federal and state mandates as well as
specified criteria identified in this document for affected resources.

89| Page



4.1 Geographic Scope

The extent of the geographic area that may be affected varies depending on the resource
under consideration. Each of the projects considered below are limited to those that have similar
potential effects and could interact with impacts generated by the Proposed Action. The following
are the general geographic areas associated with the different resources addressed in the analysis:

e Air Quality: regional (area under the jurisdiction of the FRAQMD, consisting of Yuba
and Sutter Counties).

e Land Use and Agriculture: City of Marysville (the city is the local agency with land use
authority) and Yuba County for unincorporated areas on the waterside of the levees.

e Traffic and Circulation: regional (roadways in the Project Area where traffic generated
by multiple projects might interact on a cumulative basis).

e Cultural Resources: local (cultural resource sites are stationary and effects are typically
limited to the borders of a project site).

4.2 Local Projects

This section briefly describes other major local, state, and federal projects near the Project
Area. Evaluation of these projects is required to evaluate the effects of the proposed Project features
on the environmental resources in the area. In addition, mitigation or compensation measures must
be developed to avoid or reduce any adverse effects to less than significant based on federal, state,
and local agency criteria. Effects that cannot be avoided or reduced to less than significant are more
likely to contribute to cumulative effects in the area.

4.2.1 Local Development Projects

Waldo Road over Dry Creek Bridge Replacement Project

Yuba County is planning to replace and realign the existing bridge (0.2 miles) along Waldo
Road over Dry Creek (0.2 miles), as well as the roadway upstream to improve safety along Waldo
Road. The existing bridge is rated as structurally deficient (SD) with a Sufficiency Rating of 34.9 and
would be replaced with either a multiple span flat slab or box girder concrete bridge. Project
construction is expected to begin in 2019.

Spring Valley Road Bridge Replacement Project

Yuba County is planning to replace the bridge along Spring Valley. The existing bridge (0.2
miles) would be replaced with a longer structure and would have a slightly different alignment
downstream. The existing structure has very tight abrupt turns at both ends of the bridge. The
replacement structure would be approximately 100 feet in length with a clear width between barrier
rails of 34 feet. Project construction is expected to begin in 20109.

Simmerly Slough Bridge Replacement Project
In December 2016, Caltrans proposed to replace the Simmerly Slough Bridge on SR 70 by
constructing a parallel structure to the west of the existing bridge. The existing bridge would be
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demolished after the new bridge is constructed. Other proposed work includes realigning the approach
roads at both ends of the bridge as well as constructing a new access road to Laurellen Rd.
Construction is expected to begin in 2019.

Marysville Ring Levee Project (Phase 2A-South and 2C)

USACE, the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), and the Marysville Levee
District (MLD) have proposed levee improvements to Phase 2A-South and 2C. These improvements
include construction of a soil cement bentonite (SCB) cutoff wall—the cutoff wall would address
throughseepage and underseepage and would be constructed using the deep mix method (DMM) in
both locations. Public utilities including the fiber optic line would be permanently relocated prior to
cutoff wall construction. Construction is anticipated to occur in 2019 and 2020 respectively.

Sutter Basin Flood Risk Management Project

The Sutter Basin Flood Risk Management Project would occur along the Feather River West
Levee between Cypress Avenue and Tudor Road in Sutter County. USACE is proposing levee
improvements including slurry cutoff walls along the entire length of the levee (approximately 4.9
miles). Construction is anticipated to occur from 2019 to 2020.

Rice’s Crossing Rd. over Oregon House Creek Bridge Replacement Project

Yuba County is planning to replace and realign the existing bridge along Rice’s Crossing
Road over Oregon House Creek (0.2 miles). The existing bridge is rated as structurally deficient (SD)
with a Sufficiency Rating of 51.2. The County is proposing to replace the existing bridge with a
single span flat slab concrete bridge approximately 44 feet long. Additionally, the County is
proposing to replace the existing culverts along Oregon Hill Road. The project would also include
construction of a detour road adjacent to the alignment of the existing bridge. Construction is
expected to begin in 2020.

State Highway 70 Safety Improvement Project

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is proposing a safety improvement
project on State Route 70 in Yuba County near Marysville between Laurellen Road and the South
Honcut Creek Bridge. The project need is based on a Traffic Accident and Analysis System (TASAS)
Report. The number of fatal collisions along this section of the highway was 3.8 times higher
compared to the statewide average, which qualified this location for safety improvements. The
proposed improvements are expected to reduce the collision rates at this location. Construction is
anticipated to begin in November 2020.

North Beale Road Complete Street Revitalization Project (Phase 2)

Phase 2 of the project would consist of various improvements from Hammonton-Smartville
Road to Linda Avenue. Yuba County previously received funding to design the entire corridor of
North Beale Road from Lindhurst Avenue to Griffith Avenue and to acquire the rights-of-way
necessary for Phase 2 (completed 2016). Phase 1 construction began in 2016 and Phase 2 construction
is anticipated to begin in 2021.
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Natomas Basin Project

The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) implemented the Natomas Levee
Improvement Project between 2007 and 2010 to improve levees surrounding the Natomas Basin, and
Natomas Basin Project was authorized in 2014, allowing USACE to complete the construction of the
levee improvements that SAFCA initiated. The Natomas Basin includes portions of Sacramento and
Sutter Counties as well as a portion of the City of Sacramento, California. The Natomas Basin levees
are divided into nine reaches including Reach D on the Natomas Cross Canal in Sutter County and
Reach E on the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal in Sutter County. Construction on Reach D (and Reach |
on the American River) began in 2018 and is anticipated to continue into 2020. Construction on other
reaches of the Natomas project are anticipated to begin in 2019 and continue through 2024, with some
reaches to be constructed concurrently.

4.3  Analysis of Potential Cumulative Effects

431 Traffic

Construction of the Proposed Action would likely overlap with the construction activities of
other local projects and would result in short-term traffic level increases on some local and regional
roadways which would temporarily decrease LOS. It is expected that traffic impacts from projects in
the City of Marysville would be similar to the current projects in that impacts would be primarily
from equipment and material hauling to and from the proposed project sites.

The Contractor would be responsible for preparing a Traffic Control Plan to minimize traffic
flow interference from construction activities. The Plan would include appropriate placement of
signs, flaggers, barricades, and traffic delineation to minimize disruption and ensure public safety.
The Contractor would also be responsible for coordination with Yuba County, the City of Marysville,
CalTrans, and other responsible agencies to reduce adverse effects on traffic (to include the
development and implementation of a traffic mitigation plan). Additionally, the Contractor would be
responsible for obtaining all applicable permits (including a Construction Encroachment Permit for
work that would be performed on the public ROW). Although there would be an increase in traffic in
the Project Area during construction, this increase would be short-term and would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures. Therefore, the Proposed Action
would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts.

4.3.2 Air Quality

The Proposed Action would result in a direct effect on air quality from construction-generated
criteria air pollutants and precursor compounds. It is expected that local projects impacts would be
similar to the Proposed Action and would be primarily from construction activities, including truck
travel (material transport) and equipment operation at excavation and staging area locations. If the
local projects are implemented concurrently with the Proposed Action, the combined cumulative
effect could surpass the CEQA and de minimis thresholds for air quality emissions. Without
consideration for scheduling and sequence of activities, concurrent construction projects within Sutter
and Yuba County could result in significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts.

However, any significant adverse cumulative impacts to air quality would be temporary and
intermittent based on limitations to construction timeframes. Additionally, by decreasing the risk of
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catastrophic flooding with associated loss of infrastructure, the Proposed Action is expected to
prevent extra carbon production which would be associated with demolition, repair, and
reconstruction of flood-induced infrastructure losses. There would be minimal long-term operational
emissions associated with maintenance of Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project and emissions
generated from construction of the Proposed Action would be mitigated below significance
thresholds. Therefore, based on the analysis and review, the Proposed Action would not significantly
contribute to air quality cumulative impacts.

4.3.3 Greenhouse Gases (GHGS)

In September 2006, California’s Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32) was signed.
Although AB32 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to establish a statewide GHG
emissions cap for 2020, the environmental effects of greenhouse gas emissions as they relate to global
climate change is inherently a cumulative impact issue. While GHG emissions from a single project
would not cause global climate change, emissions from multiple projects around the world could
result in a cumulative effect with respect to global climate change. The cumulative effect of human
activities has been linked to quantifiable changes in the composition of the atmosphere and has shown
to be the main cause of global climate change (IPCC 2007).

Carbon dioxide (CO) is one of the primary GHGs of concern and although CO; emissions
can be calculated, there is currently no federal, state, or local (FRAQMD) thresholds to meet,
which makes it difficult to fully analyze under NEPA and CEQA. The USEPA has also stated that
GHG emissions below 25,000 metric tons do not commonly require reporting (USEPA 2013).

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) has developed a
comprehensive model (Road Construction Emissions Model), to estimate construction emissions
using project-specific data input. In response to GHG concerns, the most recent version of the
SMAQMD Model now generates an output for CO-. It is expected that the primary impacts would
result from construction activities of concurrent projects with combined cumulative effects that
may potentially surpass reporting requirements for GHG emissions.

Because the focus on CO2 emissions is relatively recent, specific mitigation measures, as
they relate to construction, have not yet been fully developed. For these reasons, the mitigation
measures (including best management practices) listed in Section 3.2.1.4 and Section 3.2.2.3, as
well as those applicable from the 2010 EA/IS, would be implemented to minimize CO- and reduce
GHG emissions to less-than-significant levels.. Additionally, by implementing Phases 2B and 3 of
the MRL Project, the action agencies would be reducing potential future emissions associated with
flood fighting and future emergency actions. As a result, Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project
could reduce long-term potential GHG emissions in the Yuba region. Therefore, the overall
cumulative GHG emissions from these projects are considered to be less-than-significant.

4.4  Growth-Inducing Effects

The Proposed Action would not directly induce growth, result in population increases, or
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment. Local
population growth and development would be consistent with the Land Use Element of the Yuba
County General Plan Update (Yuba County 2030). The goal of the Proposed Action alternative is to
construct levee improvements along the Marysville Ring Levee that meet USACE requirements for
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levee height and width. The proposed MRL improvements would reduce the risk of levee failure in
the Project Area, therefore reducing the risk of flooding to the city of Marysville. The city of
Marysville is self-contained and completely surrounded by the ring levee which inhibits potential for
future growth or expansion. In addition, construction, operation, and maintenance of the improved
levee would not result in a substantial increase in the number of permanent workers or employees.

5.0 COORDINATION AND REVIEW OF SEA/IS

The draft SEA/IS and draft Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for 30 days to
agencies, organizations, and individuals known to have an interest in the MRL Project from March 29,
2019 through April 28, 2019. A public involvement workshop was held on April 10, 2019 at the Yuba
County Government Center located at 915 8" Street, Marysville, CA 95901 to provide additional
opportunities for comments on the draft SEA/IS. All comments received during the public review
period were considered and incorporated into the final SEA/IS as appropriate. The draft SEA/IS was
made available on the Sacramento District, Corps of Engineers and Central Valley Flood Protection
Board websites. Hard copies of the draft SEA/IS were provided to Yuba County library, Yuba County
Clerk’s Office, and CVFPB office. Letters and/or DVD copies of the draft SEA/IS were sent to
interested parties. Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL ProjectProject has been coordinated with interested
Native American Tribes and with all relevant government agencies including USFWS, CDFW, the
SHPO, the City of Marysville, and Yuba County.

6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

USACE, Sacramento District, CVFPB (represented by DWR staff), DWR, and the
Marysville Levee Commission contributed technical information or reviewed the SEA/IS.
Principal report analysts, authors, and reviewers are listed below.

Lillian Corley, Biological Sciences Environmental Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
NEPA Lead - Report Preparation and Coordination

David Moldoff, Environmental Scientist
Department of Water Resources (DWR), California
CEQA Lead - Report Preparation and Coordination

Jack Pfertsh, Archeologist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
NHPA, Section 106 Lead - Report Preparation and Coordination

Tanis Toland, Environmental Compliance Regional Technical Specialist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Report Preparation and Coordination

Natalie McNair, Senior Environmental Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
USACE District Quality Control Review
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David Martasian, Senior Environmental Scientist
Department of Water Resources (DWR), California
CEQA Technical Review

Katie Charan, Senior Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Air Quality Emissions Calculations (Phases 2B and 3)

Art Ceballos, Civil Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
USACE Technical Review - Report Preparation and Coordination

Joaquin “Kin” Quenga, Civil Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
USACE Technical Review - Report Preparation and Coordination

Tom Goebel, Civil Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
USACE Technical Review - Report Preparation and Coordination

Richard Adams, Geographer/GIS Specialist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Geographical Data and Mapping

Deb Lewis, Biological Sciences Environmental Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Surveying and Data Collection

Blake Prawl, Biology Student Trainee
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Surveying and Data Collection
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U5,
FISIL& WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
: Sactamento Fish and Wildlife Office

In Reply Refer to: 2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605

81420- Sacramento, California 95825-1846

2010-F-0424-R003 MAR 13 2013

’

Mr. Mark T. Ziminske

Chief, Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

1325 J Street

Sacramento, California 95814-2292

Subject: Reinitiation of Formal Consultation on the Matysville Ring Levee Project, Yuba
County, California.

Dear Mr. Ziminske:

This letter is in response to the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) request for reinitiation of formal
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Setvice) on the proposed Marysville Ring Levee
Project, Yuba County, California. Your request, dated February 19, 2019, was received by the
Service via email on February 25, 2019. The Setvice issued a biological opinion for the proposed
project on April 13, 2010 (Service file number 81420-2010-F-0424; original opinion), which analyzed
proposed project effects on the federally-listed as threatened giant garter snake (Thamnaophis gigas,
snake) and valley elderberry longhom beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus; beetle). Subsequently,
design refinements in Phase 1 of the proposed project twice prompted reinitiation of formal
consultation, to which the Setvice responded in letters dated July 18, 2012 (Service file number
81420-2010-F-0424-R001), and October 1, 2012 (Setvice file number 81420-2010-F-0424-R002).
Our current response is provided under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act), and in accordance with the implementing regulations
pertaining to interagency cooperation (50 CFR 402).

As stated in the Reinitiation — Closing Statement section of the April 13, 2010 original opinion, a
reinitiation is required and shall be requested, among other conditions, when “the identified action is
subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that
was not considered in the biological opinion.” The standing biological opinion reflects the actions
analyzed in the original opinion, along with the opinions based on subsequent modifications as
described in the Setvice lettets of July 18,2012 and October 1, 2012. Currently, modifications to
Phase 2B and Phase 3 (proposed project) of the Matysville Ring Levee project noted in your
Februaty 19, 2019, letter have prompted a third reinitiation request. The curtent reinitiation further
modifies the standing biological opinion through additional proposed project alterations and
analyses not considered in the original opinion.

In considering your request, we based out evaluation on the following: (1) the standing biological
opinion; (2) your February 19, 2019, letter requesting reinitiation formal consultation with an
enclosed Reinitiation Package that describes the curtrent project actions and effects to the snake and
the beetle; (3) files provided by the Corps that define the geographic extent of the proposed project
action; (4) a site visit on September 20, 2018, attended by Service, Corps, and California Department
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of Water Resources (DWR) staff; (5) meetings, emails, and telephone correspondence between the
Service and the Corps; and (6) other information available to the Service,

Consultation History
Juby 25, 2018. Doug Weinrich and Harry Kahler (Service) met with Tanis Toland and Lillian Cotley
(Corps) to discuss plans for Phase 2B and Phase 3 of the Marysville Ring Levee Project.

September 20, 2018. Doug Weinrich and Harry Kahler visited the proposed projects site along with
Lillian Corley and David Moldoff (DWR).

February 25, 2019. The Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office received a reinitiation request from the
Corps due to modifications in Phase 2B and Phase 3 of the proposed project.

BIOLOGICAL OPINION

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The current reinitiation involves modifications to Phase 2B and Phase 3 of the Marysville Ring
Levee project. Phase 1 and all other portions of Phase 2 have been completed, and the current
reinitiation does not affect Phase 4. Therefore, the following proposed project descriptions
supersede past descriptions for the action area involving Phase ZB and Phase 3 work only. Table 1
summarizes the differences between the proposed project as described in the original opinion (2010
Plans) and the currently proposed plans for Phase 2B. Likewise, Table 3 summarizes similar
differences for Phase 3.

Phase 2B

To meet flood protection criteria established by the Cotps, Phase 2B will include the addition of a
soil-bentonite cutoff wall to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The cutoff wall will extend
neatly the whole length of Phase 2B construction, about 0.97 mile. The cutoff wall will have a
maximum depth of about 55 feet, and a maximum thickness of about 3 feet. Design challenges
include management of existing utiliies and encroachments such as the historic sewer tunnels,
proximity to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), as well as a Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)
substation and service center. Cutoff wall gaps are to remain at State Highway 70, UPRR, and
Simpson Lane, although the gap will be closed at Simpson Lane with Phase 3 wortk.

Cutoff Wall Construction and Tevee Restoration

To facilitate the use of a 30-foot-wide working platform, the existing levee will be degraded about 8
feet. The degrading requires the removal of 2 maximum of 260,000 cubic yards of soil, with the
same amount being replaced with new material. The cutoff wall will then be constructed using an
open trench method. Once a portion of the open trench is excavated, it is backfilled with the soil-
bentonite slurry. A clamshell digger will be used for excavation. The cutoff wall slurry will be
inserted via a tremie method, using gravity to pull the slhurry down vertical pipes into the trench.

After the cutoff wall is complete, a temporary clay cap composed of impervious fill will be
constructed and settlement plates will be placed on top. Following a monitoring petiod, a portion of
the temporary clay cap will be removed and replaced with a permanent clay cap.
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Table 1. Summary of changes to Phase 2B of the proposed project between the description analyzed mn the original opinion of 2010 and

the current proposed project plan

- B nf

{adapred from Corps 2019).

i et

0% e Deseription

below.

Phasc 2B is identified in segments deseribed as K1, K2, and L1. All lev

ce segments require improvements to meet flood protection criteria set by the Corps, including the
addition of a soil bentonite cutoff wall n each segrent to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The differences between the proposed levee improvements for the
Phase 2 Proposed Action area as outlined in 2010 and the updated design as described in the Phase 2B Design Documentation Report {DDR) dated February 2018, are listed

| :MRLProject Phase..

11 Féatures

Sub-division of levee
improvements (phasing)

Phase 2

Sub-division of Phase 2:
Phase 2A-Norih, Phase 2 A-South, Phase 2B*, Phase 2C
* Phase 2B is the only remaining unconstructed Sub-division and is

considered as part of the currenl reinitiation,

MRE FroféctPhase: | ;755 Reatures L2010 B i e witentBesibn x
Wall Type Soil Cement Bentonite Soil Bentonite
Construction Method Open Trench Open Trench
Alignment Centerline of Levee Centerline of Levee
Staging Areas About 13 acres for all Phase 2 About 12.25 acres for Phase 2B only
construction
Through-seepage Cutoff wall Cutoff wall
Under-seepage Cutoff wall Cutoff wall

2B

Utilities

The existing design did not identify any
adverse effects to utilities

There are ulilities located in the vicinity of the existing levee and the
proposed levee realignment. These utilities will either be protected in place,
relocated, or removed. Additionally, there are two abandoned sewer tunnels
that may be uncovered during construction activities.

Levee Service Roads

The 2010 Plans did not include additional
levee service roads (beyond those already
existing as Project fealures).

Where feasible, minimum 15-foot-wide patrol roads will be construeted on
both the landside and waterside of all levee segments that will uhimately
connect to the existing patrol road-—discontinuities in the patrol roads are
necessary at the UPRR right-of-way. The addition of the landside patrol road
in Segiment L1 will require permanent degrade of the existing levee to match
the grade of the K1 patrol road. Connecting routes will require use of
Marysville surface streets which is the current arranpement.

Haul Routes

The haul route proposed for all material
and equipment transportation will be
Levee Road/HWY 20 ta 3 Sweet to F
Street to Biz Johnson Drive to the
waterside toe or the levee crown.

The proposed haul route for all material and equipment transportation in
Segments K1 and K2 is HWY 70 10 4th Street to F Street to Biz Johnson
Drive to the waterside toe or levee crown. However, due to the distance from
HWY 70 and restricted access along the UPRR right-of-way, an alternate
route is proposed for Segment 11 along HWY 70 to Beale Road to Smartville
Road to Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road to the waterside toe or levee crown.
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Table 2. Summary of changes to Phase 3 of the proposed project between the deseription analyzed in the original opinion of 2010 and the

current proposed project plan (adapted from Corps 2019).

. Diescription

Phase 3 is identified in segments described as Reach

1, Reach 2, and Reach 3. All leves segments require improvements to meet flood protection criteria set by the Corps,
including a soil bentonite and/or soil cement bentonite cutoff wall to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The differences between the proposed levee improvements for
Phase 3 Proposed Action area as outlined in the 2010 Plans and the updated design as described in the Phase 3 Design Documentation Report (DDR) dated February 2018, are

Soil Cement Bentonite

Soil Bentonite and Soil Cement Bentonite

T wall Type
Construction Method Open Trench Open Trench/Conventional Method and Deep Mix Method/In-Situ
Alignment Centerline of the Levee or along Levee Centerline of Levee
Slope
Wall Length Construction of a cutoff wall in lwo Construction of a cutoff wall in three locations about 9,700 lingar feel

locations (1) 3,400 lincar fect along the
northeast corner of the levee and (2)
4,000 feet extending northeast of
Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road

(includes an additional 200 linear feet of wall connecting Phase 3 to Phase
2B).

Staging Area

About 13 Acres

About 4 Acres

Through-scepage

Cutoff Wall

Cutoff Wall

Under-seepage

Cutoft Wall

Cuioff Wall

Haul Routes

The 2010 Plan proposed three potential
haul routes: (1) Ramirez Street/Simpson
Lane lo HWY 20/Levee Road to the
crown of the levee for the southemn slurry
wall, (2) HWY 20/Levee Road for the
northern slurry wall, and (3) HWY
20/Levee Road between slurry wall
construction sites and staging.

There are two potential haul routes proposed for Phase 3: (1) Simpson
Lane/Ramirez Road with construction of a temporary ramp for access from
the landslide slope to the crown of the levee, and (2) the Levee Road/ HWY
20 to E Street to 12" Street.

Levee Service (O&M) Roads

The 2010 Plan did not include additional
levee service roads (beyond those already
existing as Project features).

A paved levee service (0&M) road will be constructed on the landside of
Phase 3 extending 15 feet from the toe of the levee slope. Although there will
be no service roads located on the waterside, a 15-foot offset (flood safety
easement) is necessary.

Construction Schedule

Construction hours will be limited to 7
a.m. to 7 p.m. seven days a week.

Tominimize effects to traffic and circulation, construction hours will
include night work when localized lane shifts are required at Levee
Road/HWY 20 and the county road at Simpson Lane. Hours of operation
will be from 8:30 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. for a period of about 2 months during a
full construction window for each of these locations.

98 |Page
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General levee fill material will then be placed and graded to the existing levee height. From west to
east along Phase 2B, the levee improvements are further differentiated into segments described as
K1, K2, and L1. Rock slope protection is proposed for a portion of Segment K1.

Segnent K7 -

Segment K1 construction will begin about 10 feet east of Highway 70 and extend east to about levee
station 2594+00. The existing levee will be degraded to allow construction of the soil-bentonite
cutoff wall, and then reconstructed to existing dimensions and alignment. Existing sheetpile likely
exists below the levee crown and will be removed during levee degrade. Also, if remaining portions
of a previously demolished and abandoned D Street bridge are found, these abutments and
foundations may need to be removed for cutoff wall construction. The levee crown will be
reconstructed to the existing 20-foot-wide crown width with a 12-foot-wide paved levee road and 4-
foot-wide aggregate base shoulders. Current rock slope protection will be removed and stockpiled
up to 1 foot below the levee degrade and replaced after construction is complete.

There is a wood statrcase on the levee in close proximity to the Bok Kai temple that will be removed
and replaced in kind after constructon is complete. East of the wood staircase, an existing concrete
retaining wall runs the length of Segment K1; this structure will be protected in place during
construction. The existing rock slope protection on the waterside of Segment K1 will be removed,
stockpiled, and reset (up to 6.6 actes) after construction of the cutoff wall.

Segment K2-

Segment I2 is currently aligned north of an abandoned sand plant, extending east from Segment K1
to a point just west of the UPRR tracks. The segment will be realigned south of the existing levee,
with the cutoff wall construction terminating 55 feet from the centerline of the UPRR line. The
proposed cutoff wall gap at UPRR will also limit earthwork to 2 minimum 5 feet from the Kinder
Motgan gas line, which must be protected in place. The proposed levee realignment in Segment I{2
has been designed to prevent conflict with construction of the cutoff wall and any portion of an
existing sheet pile wall or associated structures remaining in place. However, as with Segment K1,
any existing sheetpile that exists below the proposed cutoff wall alignment will be removed during
trenching,.

Additonally, a primary motivation for levee realignment in this segment is to allow for construction
of a landside patrol road. The realignment requires demolition of walls, foundations, and
appurtenances that have remained at the abandoned sand plant site. A new waterside ramp from the
levee crown will be added near the abandoned sand plant to facilitate access to the waterside of the
levee between Highway 70 and UPRR. An existing waterside access ramp also will be removed and
replaced along the realigned levee. Upon completon, the levee crown will be 20-feet-wide with a 12-
foot-wide paved surface.

Segment L1-

Segment L1 begins east of the UPRR right-of-way and extends to a point just south of Simpson
Lane. To allow a 100-foot cutoff wall gap for the UPRR right-of-way, levee construction and cutoff
installation will continue 50 feet from the UPRR centetline, east and northward to the terminus of
Phase 2B near Simpson Lane. The proposed levee alignment is shifted to the east of the existing
levee through the segment, up to a distance of about 105 feet. Continuing from Segment K2, a
primaty motivation for realignment of the levee in this segment is to allow for construction of a
landside patrol road. Realignment of the levee requires relocation of overhead utlities.
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Patrol Roads

Public access to the levee road will remain limited to pedestrians and bicyclists. Existing landside and
waterside patrol roads will be maintained and improved with an aggregate surface course. Where
feasible, minimum 15-foot-wide patrol roads will be constructed on both the landside and waterside
of all levee segments and ultimately will connect to the existing patrol road. The addition of the
landside patrol road in Segments IK2 and L1 requires permanent degrade of the existing levee to
match the grade of the Segment K1 patrol road. Connecting routes will require use of Marysville

surface streets. :

Landside Berms at the UPRR Crossing
Landside drained berms adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way ate recommended to mitigate for levee

through-seepage at the UPRR cutoff wall gap. The minimum dimensions of the landside-drained
berms are 7 feet high, 15 feet wide and 100 feet long on each side of the UPRR line. Two
alternatives for the landside toe drains have been considered; however, due to the ease of
constructon, the recommended alternative includes installation of a fine aggregate that provides
both drainage and filtration.

Historc Sewer Tunnels

Historic sewer tunnels have been identified near B Street and D Street within levee Segments K1
and K2. After being located, existing tunnels will be demolished and removed from the
embankment foundation through open excavation if they interfere with construction. If the sewer
tunnels do not interfere with the installation of the cutoff wall, they will not demolished and
removed.

Utilities

Utilities will either be protected in place, grouped with others, or removed as needed to meet Corps
design criteria and the State of California, Central Valley Flood Protect Board, California Code of
Regulations, Title 23. Where the levee is to be realigned in Segments K2 and L1, an inspection
trench will be required to help identify any previously unknown utilities or abandoned infrastructure.

Access and Staging
The proposed haul route for all material and equipment transportation in Segments K1 and K2 is

Highway 70 to 4th Street, to I' Street, to Biz Johnson Drive, and then to the waterside toe or levee
crown. However, due to the distance from Highway 70 and restricted access along the UPRR right-
of-way, an alternate route is proposed for Segment L1 — along Highway 70 to Beale Road, to
Smartville Road, to Ramirez Street/Simpson Lane, and then ultimately to the waterside toe or levee
crown.

The Phase 2B project construction footprint is about 12.60 acres, with a maximum area disturbed
per day of about 10.90 acres. Staging areas for Phase 2B construction that were not originally
identified in the 2010 Environmental Assessment/Initial Study include a lot adjacent to the
Matysville Flood District office on 1st Street, a lot adjacent to the A Street tamp, and a portion of
the open space area east of the PG&E yard in segment L1, Staging areas will provide parking and
supply-delivery locations for the construction crew. The staging areas are described below:

e Staging Area 1 — West of Highway 70, adjacent to Biz Johnson Drive. It occupies about 0.5
acre, and the surface is not entirely level on the southern edge. The vegetation will be
removed and the area leveled before stockpiling.

e Staging Area 2 — About 0.25 acre and located adjacent to the Matysville Levee Commission
field office, bounded by 1st Street and the landslide embankment of the existing levee.
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e Staging Area 3 — About 0.5 acre and located on the waterside opposite the Margsville Levee
Commission field office.

e Staging Area 4 — About 0.5 acre, adjacent to the landside levee access ramp between
Chestnut Street, A Street, and the UPRR tracks.

e Staging Aread — About 10 acres and located on the waterside of levee Segment L1, adjacent
to Simpson Lane. This is the only area for Segment L1 suitable for stockpiling, equipment
storage, and mixing.

e Staging Area 6 — About 0.5 acre, positioned between Yuba Square Park and the landside
embankment of levee Segment 1.

Construction Crew and Schedule

Although the numbers of workets on-site will vary duting construction, a maximum of five workers
will be on-site each day while the cutoff wall is being constructed. The workers will access the area
via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the identified staging areas.
Construction activides will be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday, and from 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. on Sunday. The construction period is expected to last neatly
two full seasons with an estimated duration of 4 to 6 months (April-Octobet), from 2023-2024.

Phase 3

Current levee improvements along Phase 3 require improvements to meet flood protection criteria
set by the Corps, including a soil-bentonite or soil-cement-bentonite cutoff wall, depending on wall
depth, to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage.

Cutoff Wall Construction and Levee Restoration

Phase 3 construction will proceed in three segments or reaches, although wortlk will be similar in each
reach. The Phase 3 cutoff wall will be constructed along the centerline of the levee crown between
Ramirez Street and the PG&E substation. Minor adjustments in the levee alignment will be required
to maintain the 20-foot standard levee crown width. The levee crown will be partially degraded to a
mazximum depth of 8 feet to establish a temporary 55-foot-wide platform for cutoff wall
construction. For the levee degrading, a maximum of 87,000 cubic yards of soil will be removed and
a maximum of 120,100 cubic yards will be imported. The combined length of the Phase 3 reaches
will be about 9,700 feet (1.84 miles), and cutoff walls will have a maximum depth of 130 feet with a
minitmum thickness of 3 feet.

Cutoff wall construction will be accomplished by open trench and deep mix methods. The open
trench method described for Phase 2B work also applies in Phase 3. The deep mix method, or “in-
situ” construction, is used for wall depths that exceed 80 feet. A demonstration section or test area
will be needed for this method and be located within the footprint of the proposed alignment for
the cutoff wall. The demonstration section will be 50 to 60 feet in length and extend down to the
deepest section of the cutoffwall.

Levee material will be removed from the trench and brought to a nearby location, mixed with soil,
Portland cement, and bentonite clay, then replaced to create the wall. In addition to conventional
equipment, specialized equipment including a deep mix method apparatus similar to a crane, mixing
batch plant and tubing, and a cutter crane will be required during construction.
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Utilities

Publicly- and privately-owned utilities are located by the existing levee, including water and gas lines
that penetrate the levee. Existing utilities will either be relocated or protected in place. Where
possible, relocations will be accomplished in advance of the construction.

Access and Staging
Two potential haul routes are proposed for Phase 3: (1) Ramirez Street/Smeson Lane with

construction of a temporary ramp for access from the landslide slope to the crown of the levee, and
(2) the levee road to E Street to 12th Street. Haul routes will be used for work zone and staging area
access, personnel, equipment, unsuitable material export, fill material import, disposal of demolished
levee features, and import of new levee feature materials.

The Project Area and the maximum area disturbed per day will be about 46 acres. There are five
staging areas located on the waterside toe of the levee embankment that will be used during levee
construction. Staging areas will provide parking and supply-delivery locations for the construction
crew,

Construction Workers and Schedule

A maximum of 20 construction wotkers will be on-site each day for cutoff wall construction. The
workers will access the area via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the
identified staging areas. Construction activities will include night work at Simpson Lane and
Highway 20 at the levee crossings. Hours of operation will be from 8:30 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. for a
period of about 2 months during a full construction window. The construction petiod is expected to
last about two full seasons, with an estimated duration of 4 to 6 months (April-October) from 2021-
2022,

Conservation Measures

As part of the proposed project under consideration in this reinitiation, the Corps has proposed the
following conservation measures. The conservation measures are consistent with measures proposed
an discussed in the original opinion.

1. A Service-approved biologist will identify boundaries of woodland habitat, individual trees
and elderberry shrubs that are to be avoided, and will have the contractor fence those areas
with orange constrniction fencing. Erosion control fencing will be placed at the edges of
construction where the construction activities are upslope of wetlands and channels to
prevent washing of sediments off-site. All fencing will be installed prior to initating any
construction activities and will be maintained throughout the construction period.

2. During construction, stockpiling of construction materials, portable equipment, vehicles, and
supplies will be restricted to the designated construction staging areas. To eliminate an
attraction to predators of listed species, all food-related trash items, such as wrappers, cans,
bottles, and food scraps, will be disposed of in closed containers. Revegetation will occur on
all areas temporarily disturbed during construction.

3. The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and the total area of the
proposed project activity will be limited to the minimum necessary. Routes and boundaries
will be clearly demarcated. Movement of heavy equipment to and from the project site will
be restricted to established roadways to minimize habitat disturbance. Project-related
vehicles will observe a 20-mile-per-hour speed limit within construction areas, except on
country roads and on state and federal highways.
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4. Prior to beginning construction activities, a Service-approved biologist will provide worker
awareness training to identify the snake, beetle, and their habitat. Wotkers will be provided
with information on theit responsibilities with regard to the snake and the beetle, a life
histoty overview, measures to minimize potential for take, and an explanation of the possible
penalties for not propetly implementing. All on-site personnel shall be required to attend a
worker awareness training seminar prior to the initiation of ground disturbing actvities.
Special status raptor species and migratory birds will also be discussed in the training,
Written documentation of the training by all petsonnel will be submitted to the Setvice
within 30 days of its completion.

5. Pre-construction and post-construction sutveys will be done of the elderberty shrubs in the
project area. Pre-construction sutveys are designed to detect elderberty shrubs that may have
become established in the work areas since the original surveys. The post-construction
survey will confirtn that there was no additional damage to any of the elderberry shrubs
described in this reinitiation package.

6. TForty-six elderberry shrubs or shrub clusters are present within the construction footprint
and will be transplanted to a Service-approved consetvation bank. The Cotps also proposes
to purchase 240 credits from a Setvice-approved conservation bank. T'o the extent feasible,
shrubs will be transplanted between November and the first 2 weeks of February, as
specified in the Service’s 1999 Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn
Beetle (Service 1999; Consetvation Guidelines)'. If shrub ot elderberty clump cannot be
transplanted, the ratios specified in the 1999 guidelines will be doubled for that shrub ot
clump.

7. A Service-approved biologist (monitor) will be on-site for the duration of the excavation and
transplanting of the elderbetry shrubs to ensute that procedures cutlined in the
Conservation Guidelines are followed. The monitor will have the authority (working through
the Contracting Officer’s Representative) to stop work until corrective measures have been
completed if those procedures are not being followed. If 2 conservation bank accomplishes
the excavation and transplanting, they may provide a Service-approved biological monitor
from their staff. In this case, the monitor will have the authority to stop the excavation and
transplanting work until corrective measutes have been completed.

8. All areas to be avoided during construction activities will be fenced and flagged. In most
cases, fencing will be placed at least 100 feet from the dripline of the shrub. In some cases,
construction activity may be required within 100 feet of a shrub. In these cases, exclusion
fencing will be placed at the preatest possible distance from the shrubs.

9. Signs will be posted every 50 feet along the edge of the avoidance areas with the following
mformation: “This area is the habitat of the valley elderberty longhorn beetle, a threatened
species, and must not be disturbed. This species is protected by the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended. Viclators are subject to prosecution, fines, and imprisonment.”

10. Dirt roadways and other areas of disturbed bare ground within 100 feet of elderberry shrubs
will be watered at least twice a day to minimize dust emissions.

I To remain consistent with the original opinion the Cotps is continuing the use of the 1999 Conservation Guidelines in
lieu of the Service’s 2017 Framework for Assessing Impacts to the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.
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11. All construction activity within snake habitat (i.e., upland areas within 200 feet of aquatic
habitat) will be conducted between May 1 and October 1. This is the active period for the
snake and direct mortality is lessened because the snakes can actively move to avoid danger.

12. In potential snake habitat (i.e., upland areas within 200 feet of aquatic habitat) a snake survey
will be conducted by a Service-approved biologist within 24 hours of the start of
construction. This area will be re-inspected when a lapse in constructon activity of 2 weeks
or greater occurs. The biologist will be available throughout the construction period and will
conduct regular monitoring visits to ensute avoidance and minimizaton measures are being
propetly implemented.

13. Habitat designated as environmentally sensitive to the snake will be flagged and avoided by
all construction personnel.

14, Within 2 weeks of the start of construction activities, K-rails (or an equivalent barrier) will be
placed along the Jack Slough ditch to reduce the potential for snakes to enter the
construction area and to keep equipment and people out of the aquatic snake habitat.

15. All snake habitat temporarily affected during construction will be restored by October 1 of
the year in which the constructon occurs, as specified in the Guidelines for Restoration
and/ot Replacement of Giant Garter Snake Habitat and the Standard Avoidance and
Minimization Measures during Construction Activities in Giant Garter Snake Habitat
(Service 1997).

16. If a snake is encountered during construction, activities shall cease until the snake moves
away from the area on their own volition. If any incidental take will be report to the Service
immediately by telephone at (816) 414-6577.

Action Area

The action area is defined in 50 CFR §402.02, as “all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the
federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the acton.” For the proposed project,
the action area encompasses all areas subject to the demolition and reconstruction of levees within
Phase 2B and Phase 3. Current Phase 2B work encompasses about 57.57 acres, and Phase 3
constructon involves about 143,06 acres. A portion of the Phase 2B action area, about 29.09 acres,
will subsequently be used for the Phase 3 work. In all, the current reinitiation involves an action
area of 171.54 acres.

Analytical Framework for the Jeopardy Determination

Section 7(a)(2) of the Act requires that federal agencies ensure that any action they authorize, fund,
or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species. “Jeopardize the
continued existence of” means to engage in an action that reasonably will be expected, directly or
indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a listed species in
the wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of that species (50 CFR §402.02).

The jeopardy analysis in this biological opinion considers the effects of the proposed federal action,
and any cumulative effects, on the range-wide survival and recovery of the listed species. It relies on
four components: (1) the Status of the Species, which describes the range-wide condition of the species,
the factors responsible for that condition, and its survival and recovery needs; (2) the Enwironmental
Baseline, which analyzes the condition of the species in the action area, the factors responsible for
that condition, and the relationship of the action area to the survival and recovery of the species; (3)
the Effects of the Action, which determines the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed federal
action and the effects of any interrelated or interdependent activities on the species; and {4) the
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Commulative Effects, which evaluates the effects of future, non-federal activities in the action area on the
species.

Valley Elderbetty Longhotn Beetle

Status of the Species and Environmental Baseline

For the most recent comprehensive assessment of the range-wide status of the beetle, please refer to
the Withdrawal of the Proposed Rale to Remove the Valley Blderberry Ionghorn Bestle from the ederal List of
Endangered and Threatened Wildife (Service 2014). Threats discussed in the withdrawal continue to act
on the beetle, with loss of riparian habitat being the most significant effect. While there continue to
be losses of beetle habitat throughout its range, to date no project has proposed a level of effect for
which the Service has issued a biological opmion of jecpardy for the beetle.

The environmental baseline ternains unchanged from the conditions as analyzed in the original
opinion. Therefore, the Service believes that the beetle is reasonably certain te occur within the
action area because of the biology and ecology of the animal, the presence of suitable habitatin and
adjacent to the action area, as well as recent observations of this listed species.

Giant Garter Snake

Status of the Species and Environmental Baseline

For the most recent comprehensive assessment of the range-wide status of the snake, please refer to
the Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (Service 2017). Theeats discussed in the plan continue
to act on the snake, with loss of suitable aquatic habitat being the most significant effect. While there
continue to be losses of snake habitat throughout its range, to date no project has proposed a level
of effect for which the Service has issued a biological opinion of jeopardy for the snake.

The environmental baseline remains unchanged from the conditions as analyzed in the original
opinion. Therefore, the Service believes that the giant garter snake may occur within the acton area
because of the biology and ecology of the animal, the presence of suitable habitat in and adjacent to
the acon atea, as well as recent obsetvatons of this listed species.

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Valley Elderberty Longhorn Beetle

The proposed project will require the removal of 46 elderberry shtubs from the proposed project
action area. Three of the shtubs located in the Phase 2B action area are located in areas that overlap
with the Phase 2C footprint, but were previously overlooked. Table 3 summarizes the total shtubs
found and compensatory plantings proposed by the Corps.

Table 3. Summaty of elderberry shrubs affected by the proposed project.

Phase 2B Phase 3 TOTALS
Number of Shrabs to be trnsplanted 18 28 46
Riparian or Non-riparian 1 Non-riparian; Riparian Both

17 Riparian
Exit holes? No 3 shrubs with exit holes -3
Credits to Be Purchased 41 199 240
Shrubs § to 20 ft.l 4 52 20
Shrabs between 20 and 100 ft.! " 273 38

¢ Distance from the construction footprint, 2 0 shrubs with exit holes 3 6 shrubs with exit holes

The Corps has proposed to transplant 46 elderberry shrubs, and purchase 240 credits at a Service-
approved conservation bank as a condition of the action, Attachment 1 cutlines the elderberry shrub
and stem counts used to calculate the credits to be purchased, following the Service’s (1999)
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Conservation Guidelines. If elderberty shrubs or clumps cannot be transplanted, the Corps proposes
to compensate for the loss of each non-transplanted shrub by purchasing credits at a 2:1 ratio.

This component of the action will have the effect of protecting and managing lands for the species’
consetvation in perpetuity. The compensatory lands will provide suitable habitat for breeding,
feeding, or sheltering commensurate with or better than habitat lost as a result of the proposed
project. Providing this compensatory habitat as part of a relatively large, contiguous block of
conserved land may contribute to other recovery efforts for the beetle.

Additionally, 58 elderberry shrubs are located within 100 feet of the proposed project construction
footprint. Beetles in these shrubs may be subject to injury or death resulting from inadvertent
damage to the elderberry shrubs, such as dust resulting from construction activities. Several
proposed conservation measures will minimize chances of take, such as dust suppression, worker
awareness training, monitoring, signage, and fencing,

Giant Garter Snake

Construction activities associated with the project may harm, harass, injure, or kill snakes.
Construction activities may remove vegetative cover and basking sites, fill or crush burrows or
crevices, and decrease prey base. Because snakes utilize small mammal burrows and soil crevices as
retreat sites, snakes may be crushed, bunied, or otherwise killed or injured from construction
activities if they are present in the uplands. Snakes maybe run over by construction equipment or
other vehicles accessing the construction site. Disturbance from construction activities may also
harass snakes to the point that the snakes may move into or across areas of unsuitable habitat where
they may be prone to higher rates of mortality from predation and being run over by vehicles.

Phase 2B work does not involve habitat for the snake; however Phase 3 contains suitable upland
snake habitat. The Phase 3 action area contains about 1.5 acres of upland snake habitat that will be
temporarily affected by proposed project activities. Aquatic snake habitat will not be affected by
Phase 3 work.

The effects of activities occurring in upland snake habitat will be minimized by the Corps' proposal
to complete Phase 3 activities, including restoration of the habitat, within the snake's active period
when snakes are expected to be in aquatic habitats (May 1 through October 1). Snakes use of upland
habitat is expected to be minimal during the active period, and if snakes are in the uplands, they are
expected to move when approached by construction equipment, though it is possible that snakes
undetected by preconstruction sutveys could be utilizing cracks and crevices during the active
petiod. However, with the proposed conservation measures implemented as part of the proposed
project, effects to the snake are not expected to increase beyond those that have previously been
analyzed in the standing biological opinion for the Marysville Ring Levee Project.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects include the effects of future state, Tribal, local, or private actions that are
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this biclogical opinion. Future federal
actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they
require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act.

Given the interrelatedness and interdependence that exists between all Phases of work, the effects to
the beetle and the snake resulting from proposed project activities have been analyzed here within
the context of the Marysville Ring Levee Project. Beyond the effects of levee maintenance (e.g.,
mowing, rodent control) that have been previously analyzed in the standing biological opinion, the
Service is unaware of any additional future actions that are reasonably certain to occur within the
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action area of the proposed project. Upon project completion, levee maintenance is expected to
occut to the same extent that it is presently occutring,

Conclusion

After reviewing the current status of the beetle, the environmental baseline for the action area, the
effects of the ptopose project and the cumulative effects, it is the Setvice’s biological opinion that
the Marysville Ring Levee Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the valley eldetberty longhotn beetle. The Setvice reached this conclusion because the project-
related effects to the species, when added to the environmental baseline and analyzed in
consideration of all potential cumulative effects, will not rise to the level of precluding recovery or
reducing the likelihood of sutvival of the species based on the following: {1) the potential of lethal
take of individual beetles will be minimized by the implementation of the proposed consetvation
measutes; (2) the effects analyzed ate identical wotk similat to those that wete analyzed in the
original opinion; and (3) sensitive time periods for listed species will be avoided to the extent
practicable.

After reviewing the cutrent status of the snake, the environmental baseline for the action atea, the
effects of the propose project and the cumulative effects, it is the Setvice’s biological opinion that
the Marysville Ring Levee Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the giant gatter snake. The Service teached this conclusion because the project-telated effects to the
species, when added to the environmental baseline and analyzed in considetation of all potential
cumulative effects, will not tise to the level of precluding recovery or reducing the likelihood of
survival of the species based on the following: (1) the potential of lethal take of individual snakes will
be minimized by the implementation of the ptoposed consetvation measutes; {2) the effects
analyzed ate identical wotk similar to those that wete analyzed in the otiginal opinion; and (3)
sensitive time petiods for listed species will be avoided to the extent practicable.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 9 of the Act and federal regulation pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take of
endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined as to
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to engage in any
such conduct. Harass is defined by Setvice regulations at 50 CFR 17.3 as an intentional or negligent
act or omission which cteates the likelihood of injuty to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as
to significantly distupt normal behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding,
feeding, ot sheltering. Hatm is defined by the same tregulations as an act which actually kills or
injures wildlife. Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation
that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential behavior patterns,
including breeding, feeding, ot sheltering, Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and
not the purpose of, the cattying out of an othetwise lawful activity. Under the tetms of section
7{(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action
is not considered to be prohibited taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance
with the tetms and conditions of this Incidental Take Statement.

The measutes described below ate non-discretionaty, and must be undettaken by the Cotps so that
they become binding conditions of any grant ot pettnit issued to a contractot, as apptoptiate, fot the
exemption in section 7(0){2) to apply. The Cotps has a continuing duty to regulate the activity
covered by this incidental take statement. If the Cotps (1) fails to assume and implement the terms
and conditions ot (2) fails to tequite the conttactor to adhere to the tetis and conditions of the
incidental take statement through enforceable terms that are added to the petmit ot grant document,
the protective coverage of section 7(0)(2) may lapse. In ordet to monitot the impact of incidental
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take, the Corps must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to the Service as
specified in the incidental take statement {50 CFR §402.14()(3)].

Amount or Extent of Take

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

The Service anticipates incidental take of the beetle will be difficult to detect or quantify. The cryptic
nature of these species and their relatively small body size make the finding of a dead specimen
unlikely. The species occur in habitats that make them difficult to detect. Due to the difficulty in
quantifying the number of beetles that will be taken as a result of the proposed action, the Setvice is
quantifying take incidental to the project as the number of elderberry stems one inch or greater in
diameter at ground level (beetle habitat) that will become unsuitable for beetles due to direct effects
as a result of the action. Therefore, the Service estimates that the take of all beetles inhabiting 46
elderberry plants containing stems 1 inch or greater in diameter at ground level will occur as a result
of the proposed project.

Giant Garter Snake

The Setvice anticipates that incidental take of the snake also will be difficult to detect or quantfy for
the following reasons: giant garter snakes are cryptically colored, secretive, and known to be
sensitive to human activities. Snakes may avoid detection by retreating to burrows, soil crevices,
vegetation, ot other cover. Individual snakes are difficult to detect unless they ate observed,
undisturbed, at a distance. Most close-range observations represent chance encounters that are
difficult to predict. It is not possible to make an accurate estimate of the number of snakes that will
be harassed, harmed or killed duting construction activities (staging areas, work on canal banks, soil
botrow areas, and vehicle traffic to and from botrow areas). In instances when take is difficult to
detect, the Service may estimate take in numbers of species per acre of habitat lost or affected as a
result of the action. Therefore, the Service anticipates that all giant garter snakes inhabiting 1.5 acres
of suitable upland habitat may be harassed, harmed, or killed by loss of habitat and construction
activities, as a result of the project.

Upon implementation of the following Reasonable and Prudent Measures, the incidental take of valley
elderberty longhorn beetles and giant garter snakes associated with the proposed project will
become exempt from the prohibitions described in section 9 of the Act. No other forms of take are
exempted under this opinion.

Effect of the Take
In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service determined that this level of anticipated take is
not likely to result in jeopardy to the valley elderberry longhorm beetle or the giant garter snake.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures

All necessary and appropriate measures to avoid or minimize effects on the snake and the beetle
resulting from implementation of this project have been incorporated into the project’s proposed
conservation measures. Therefore, the Service believes the following reasonable and prudent
measure is necessary and appropriate to minimize incidental take of the snake and the beetle.

1. All consetvation measutres, as desctibed in the biological assessment and restated hete in the
Pryject Deseription section of this biological opinion, shall be fully implemented and adhered
to. Further, this reasonable and prudent measure shall be supplemented by the Ters and
Conditions below.
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Terms and Conditions

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Act, the Cotps must ensure
compliance with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent
measure described above. These terms and conditions are nondiscretionary.

1. The Corpswill fully implement and adhere to the consetvation measures, as a condition of
any permit or contract issued for the proposed project. The Corps shall require that all
personnel associated with this project are made aware of the conservation measures and the
responsibility to implement them fully.

2. Pror to construction activities, the Corps will provide a copy of the completed bill(s) of sale
and payment receipt(s) to the Service upon the purchase of habitat conservation credits.

3. To monitor whether the amount or extent of incidental take anticipated from
implementation of the proposed project is approached or exceeded, the Corps will adhere to
the following reporting requirement. Should the anticipated amount or extent of incidental

take be exceeded, the Cotps mustimmediately reinitiate formal consultation, as per 50 CFR
§402.16.

a.

For those components of the action that will result in habitat degradation og
modification whereby incidental take in the form of harm is anticipated, the Corps
will provide quarterly updates to the Service with a precise accounting of the total
acreage of habitat impacted. Updates shall also include any information about
changes in project implementation that result in habitat disturbance not described in
the Project Description and not analyzed in this Biological Opinion.

For those components of the action that result in direct encounters between listed
species and project workers and their equipment whereby incidental take in the form
of harassment, harm, injury, or death is anticipated, the Corps shall immediately
contact the Service’s Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office (SFWO) at (916) 414-6563
to repott the encounter. If the encounter occurs after normal working hours, the

Corps shall contact the SFWO at the earliest possible opportunity the next working
day.

For those components of the action that will require the capture and relocation of
any listed species, the Corps shall immediately contact the Service’s SFWO at
(916) 414-6563 to report the acton. If captute and relocation need to occur after
normal working houts, the Corps shall contact the SFWO at the easliest possible
opportunity the next working day.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the purposes
of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened
species. Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to tminimize or avoid
adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery
plans, ot to develop information. The Service recommends the following actions: the Corps should
continue to wotk with the Segvice to assist us in teeting the goals for:

(1) the valley elderberry longhorn beetle as outlined in the draft Valey Eiderberry Longborn Beette
Recovery Plan (Setvice 1984); and
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(2) glant garter snake as outlined in the Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis
gigas) (Service 2017).

In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or
benefiting listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification of the implementation of
any conservation recommendations.

REINITIATION—CLOSING STATEMENT

This concludes formal consultation on the Marysville Ring Levee Project. As provided in 50 CFR
§402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required and shall be requested by the federal agency
or by the Service where discretionary federal agency involvement or control over the action has been
retained ot is authorized by law and:

(a) If the amount or extent of taking specified in the incidental take statement is exceeded;

(b) If new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical
habitat i a manner or to an extent not previously considered;

(c) If the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the
listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in the biological opinion; or

(d) If a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified
action.

If you have any questions regarding this biological opinion, please contact Harry Kahler, Fish and
Wildlife Biologist (harry_kahler@fws.gov) or Doug Weinrich, Assistant Field Supervisor
{douglas_weinrich@fws.gov), at the letterhead address, (916) 414-6563, or by e-mail.

Sincerely,
ennifer M. Norris, Ph.D.
Field Supervisor

Enclosure
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Notes on Compensation Tables

The following tables represent the elderberry compensation proposed by the Corps for proposed
project actions associated with Phase 2B and Phase 3 activities of the Marysville Ring Levee project.
The tables are based on similar tables included in the Phase 2B and Phase 3 Biological Assessment
provided by the Corps (Corps 2019). Because the original 2010 formal consultation was conducted
using the Service’s (1999) Conservation Guidelines, the decision was made upon mutual agreement
to continue using the Conservation Guidelines as a basis for elderberry compensation. In each case,
the construction area represents the portion of the action area that is subject to elderberry plant
removal.

In the Phase 2B construction area, 7 of the 15 shrubs identified could not be surveyed for stem
counts. Therefore, the Corps has extrapolated the stem data for the 8 surveyed shrubs by
multiplying the counts by 1.875 to estimate a total for all 15 shrubs. Subsequently, three additional,
damaged shrubs were found in locations of the Phase 2B construction area that overlap with the
Phase 2C action area boundary. These three shrubs were counted separately.

A third table is included for shrubs found in the Phase 3 construction area. No elderberry shrubs

are found directly within the portion of the Phase 3 construction area that ovetlaps with the Phase
2B construction area,

Table A-1. Orginal table for Phase 2B construction area.
Table A-2. Table of three shrubs in portions of Phase 2B that overlap with Phase 2C.

Table A-3. Table of Phase 3 construction area.



Table A-1. Eldetberry Compensatory Miti;

ration Worksheet for Malrysville Ring Levee Phage 2B.

Eldetberty Required
Stems Exit Hole | Seedling/ cutting | Associated Associated
Waterside- (maximum on Shrub Ratio (x:1) Native Number | Required Native
Landside Location diameter at (Yes or | (during transplant | Plant Ratio | of Stems | Elderberry Plant
ground level) No) season) (x:1) Observed | Plantings Plantings
No 1 1 0 0 0
Non- R s EEE . <
andside riparian stems 21" & <3 s RN i SUI 0. P0
7 2

Non- stems > 3" & < - .I\o = - ! 0 - 0 0
Tandside riparian 5" yes o T 0 (] 0
Landside Hparian stems = 5" .yes 6 P2 ] 0 0
No 2 1 25 50 50

Waterside Ripatian stemns 21" & < 3" ..y:cs. Ty Ca -0 10 g
No 3 1 5 15 15

stems > 3" & < it _: A - -
Waterside Ripatian " Fés 6 N1 0 0 B
No 4 1 9 36 36

Waterside Ripatian stemns = 5" ycs - 5 B 0 NS
TOTALS FOR SAMPLE 39 101 101
TOTALS ALL SHRUBS (Totals for Sample X 1.875) 73 189 189

98 |Page



Table A-2. Elderberry Compensatory Mitigation Worksheet for Damaged Elderberties in Phase 2B and 2C Footprints.

Eldetberry
Stems Seedling/ curring Required
Waterside- {maximum Exit Hole on Ratio (x:1) Associated | Number of Required Associated
Landside Location diameter ac Shrub (duting ttansplant | Native Plant Stems Eldetberty | Native Plant
ground level) {Yes or No) season} Ratio (x:1) Observed | Plantings Plantings
No 1 1 2 2 2
Landside Non-riparian stems 21" & < 3" yes 2 3 0 0 0
No 2 1 0 0 0
Tandside Non-nparian stems > 3" & < 5" yes 4 2 0 0 0
No 3 1 0 0 0
Landside Non-riparian__| stems 2 5" res 6 2 0 0 0
No 2 1 [ 12 12
Waterside Riparian stems =17 & < 3" yes 4 2 0 B 0
No 3 1 0 a 0
Waterside Riparian stems > 3" & < 5" ves 6 2 ] 0. -0
No 4 1 0 0 0
Waterside Ripartan sterns 2 5" ves - -8 o "0 ‘0 0
TOTALS FOR ALL SHRUBS IN PHASE 2B PROJECT FOOTPRINT THAT
OVERLAPS PHASE 2C 8 14 14




Table A-3. Elderberry Compensatory Mitigation Worksheet for Phase 3 Transplanted Elderbery Shrabs /Clustets.

Elderberry
Stems Seedling/ cutting Required
Waterside/ (maximnm Exit Hole on Ratio (x:1) Associated | Number of | Required Associated
Landside Location diamerer at ground Shrub (during transplant | Native Plant Stems Eldetberry | Native Plant
level) (Yes or No) 5€25011) Ratio (x:1) Observed Planrings Plantings
No 1 1 0 0 0
Landside Non-tiparian | stems 21" & < 3" Lves! g 2 0 0 o
No 2 1 0 0 0
Landside Non-ripagan stems > 3" & < 5" - jes LA 2 .0 0 -0
No 3 1 0 0 [
Landside Non-riparian stems = 5" - ves LR 2 [} -0 L
No 2 1 133 266 266
Waterside Riparian stems 217 & < 3 S s 1 2 65, 260 : 520
No 3 1 30 90 90
Warerside Riparian stems > 3" & < 5" -Vest_’ T2 217 .10.2 204
Na 4 1 14 36 56
Waterside Riparan stems = 57 yes .8 N L2 8’ <64 16
TOTALS FOR ALL SHRUBS IN PHASE 3 PROJECT FOOTPRINT 267 838 1,152

98 |Page
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office

In Reply Refer to: 2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605
008ESMF00- Sacramento, California 95825-1846

2019-CPA-0001-2 ’ MAR 2 7 2019

Michael S. Jewell

Chief, Planning Division

Cotps of Engineets, Sactamento Disttict
1325 J Street

Sacramento, California 95825-2922

Subject: Marysville Ring Levee Project, Phase 2B and Phase 3 Realignment
Dear Ms. Kirchner:

The Cotps of Engineers has requested supplemental coordination under the Fish and Wildlife
Cootdination Act (FWCA) for the Marysville Ring Levee Project. The proposed levee
improvements would occur in the Phase 2B and Phase 3 portions of the project in Yuba County,
California. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Setvice) issued a Draft Supplemental FWCA Repott
for Phase 2B and Phase 3 Realignment of the Matysville Ring Levee on December 10, 2018. The
enclosed report constitutes the Setvice’s Final Supplemental FWCA report for the proposed levee
design refinements.

If you have any questions regarding this report on the proposed project, please contact Harry Kahler
at (916) 414-6577, or myself at (916) 414-6563.

Sincetely,

Doug Weinrich

Assistant Field Supetvisor
Enclosute
ec:

Lillian Cotley, COE, Sactamento, CA

Tanis Toland, COE, Sactamento, CA

Amanda Cranford, NOAA Fisheties, Sacramento, CA
Amy Kennedy, CDFW, Rancho Cordova, CA

David Moldoff, DWR, Sactamento, CA



FINAL
SUPPLEMENTAL FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT REPORT
MARYSVILLE RING LEVEE PROJECT, CALIFORNIA
PHASE 2B, PHASE 3
March 2019

This is the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) Supplemental Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
repott on the effects that levee design refinements for Phase 2B and Phase 3 of the proposed
Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) Project would have on fish and wildlife resources near Marysville,
California. This report has been prepared under the authority of, and in accordance with, the
provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (48 stat. 401, as amended: 16 US.C.
661 et seq.).

BACKGROUND
Revaluation of the Yuba River Basin Flood Risk Management Project, authorized by the Water
Resources Development Act (WRDA) 1999 Section 101(a)(10) and WRIDA 2007, Section 3041,
determined that the MRL Project, otiginally authorized in 1999, is a separate element from other
Yuba River Basin projects and thus construction could be completed as a separate acion. The
impacts on fish and wildlife resources of a proposed refined alternative for MRL Project were
evaluated and summarized in a FWCA report in 2010 (USFWS 2010). The refined alternative
evaluated four phases of MRL construction, to be completed over a period of about 5 years.

The impacts on fish and wildlife resources for the refined alternative were evaluated using the
Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) developed for the original 1999 project (USFWS 1997), best
professional judgment, and the Setvice’s current mitigation guidelines. The refined project was
found to have temporary effects on annual grassland and agricultaral habitat, and permanent
impacts to woodland habitat and recommendations to mitigate for these impacts were developed
(USFWS 2010) and provided to the Army Cotps of Engineers (Coips).

Since the 2010 design was completed there have been additional levee design refinements and
measures developed to address technical issues related to seepage and stability in portions of Phase 2
and Phase 3. Changes to the project design in Phase 2A-South and Phase 2C were re-evaluated in a
Supplemental FWCA reportin 2018 (USFWS 2018). This repoit assesses subsequent changes to the
levee alignment in Phase 2B and Phase 3. The impacts on fish and wildlife resources resulting from
these design refinements are evaluated, and recommendations to mitigate these impacts are included
in this Supplemental FWCA report.

DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA
The projectarea is located in Marysville about 50 miles north of Sacramento in Yuba County and is
bordered by the Yuba River to the south, Jack Slough to the north, and Feather River to the west
(Figure 1). Marysville is surtounded by a 7.5-mile-long ring levee which provides protection from
the three water bodies above. The protected area is about 3.4 square miles and levee heights vary
from 17-28 feet.

Additional information on the Yuba and Feather River watersheds and Marysville climate conditions
can be found in previous Setvice reports (USFWS 1997, 2010).



Figure 1. The location of the Marysville Ring Levee Project, Yuba County, California.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Phase 2B extends along the southeast border of Marysville, from just west of State Highway 70
eastward to a point just south of Simpson Lane (Figure 2). Phase 3 extends northward along the
eastern border of Marysville from the point just south of Simpson Tane, and continues west along
the northern border of the MRL for about 1,900 linear feet (Figure 3).

Prior to construction, all construction areas, including staging areas, would be fenced off to limit
access. The project footprint indicates the temporary construction easement and limits all project
activities to areas within the indicated project footprint boundaty. The boundary includes all areas
to be disturbed by construction activities including: staging areas, levee degrade, stockpile, and
construction of the seepage cutoff walls.

The following categories of work activities would remain consistent with the desctiptions provided
in the latest Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Initial Study for MRL Project work (USACE

2018):
e [rosion control
e Restoration and cleanup
e Borrow and disposal sites
e  Operation and maintenance



Figure 2. Marysville Ring Levee Phase 2B project area.




Figure 3. Marysville Ring I.evee, Phase 3 project area.




Specific elements of preferred alternative activides for Phase 2B and Phase 3 are identified in the
following sections.

Phase 2B

To meet flood protection critetia established by the Corps, Phase 2B would include the addition of a
soil-bentonite cutoff wall to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The cutoff wall would
extend nearly the whole length of Phase 2B construction, about 0.97 mile. The cutoff wall would
have a maximum depth of 55 feet, and a2 maximum thickness of 3 feet. Design challenges include
management of existing utilitles and encroachments such as the historic sewer tunnels, proximity to
the Union Pacific Railtoad (UPRR), as well as a Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&FE) substation and
service center. Cutoff wall gaps are to remain at State Highway 70, UPRR, and Simpson Lane,
although the gap would be closed at Simpson Lane with Phase 3 work.

Cutoff Wall Construction and Levee Restoration

To facilitate the use of 2 30-foot-wide working platform, the existing levee would be degraded

80 feet. The degrading would require the removal of 2 maximum of 260,000 cubic yards of soil,
with the same amount being replaced with new material. The cutoff wall would then be constructed
using an open trench method. Once a portion of the open trench is excavated, it is backfilled with
the soil-bentonite slurry. A clamshell digger would be used for excavation. The cutoff wall slurry
would be inserted via a tremie method, using gravity to pull the slurry down vertical pipes into the
trench.

After the cutoff wallis complete, a temporary clay cap composed of impervious fill would be
constructed and settlement plates would be placed on top. Following 2 monitoring period, 2 portion
of the temporary clay cap would be removed and replaced with 2 permanent clay cap. General levee
fill material would then be placed and graded to the existing levee height. From west to east along
Phase 2B, the levee improvements are further differentiated into segments described as K1, K2, and
L1. Rock slope protection is proposed for a portion of Segment K1; nowhere else along Phase 2B
and Phase 3.

Segment K1-

Segment K1 construction would begin about 10 feet east of Highway 70 and extend east to levee
station 259-+00. The existing levee would be degraded to allow construction of the soil-bentonite
cutoff wall, and then reconstructed to existing dimensions and alignment. Bxisting sheetpile likely
exists below the levee crown and would be removed duting levee degrade. Also, if remaining
portions of a previously demolished and abandoned D) Street bridge are found, these abutments and
foundations may need to be removed for cutoff wall construction. The levee crown would be
reconstructed to the existing 20-foot-wide crown width with a 12-foot-wide paved levee road and 4-
foot-wide aggregate base shoulders. Current rock slope protection would be removed and
stockpiled up to 1 foot below the levee degrade and replaced after construction is complete.

There is a wood staircase on the levee in close proximity to the Bok IKai temple that would be
removed and replaced in kind after construction is complete. East of the wood staircase, an existing
concrete retaining wall runs the length of Segment K1; this structure would be protected in place
during construction. The existing rock slope protection on the waterside of Segment K1 would be
removed, stockpiled, and reset (up to 6.6 acres) after construction of the cutoff wall.

Segment K2-

Sepment K2 is currently aligned north of an abandoned sand plant, extending east from Segment K1
to a point just west of the UPRR tracks. The segment would be realigned south of the existing
levee, with the cutoff wall construction terminating 55 feet from the centetline of the UPRR line.
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The proposed cutoff wall gap at UPRR would also limit earthwork to a minimum 5 feet from the
Kinder Morgan gas line, which must be protected in place. The proposed levee realignment in
Segment K2 has been designed to prevent conflict with construction of the cutoff wall and any
portion of an existing sheet pile wall or associated structures remaining in place. However, as with
Segment (1, any existing sheetpile that exists below the proposed cutoff wall alignment would be
removed during trenching.

Additionally, a primary motivation for levee realignment in this segment is to allow for construction
of a landside patrol road. The realignment would therefore require demolition of walls, foundations,
and appurtenances that have remained at the abandoned sand plant site. A new waterside ramp
from the levee crown would be added near the abandoned sand plant to facilitate access to the
waterside of the levee between Highway 70 and UPRR. An existing waterside access tamp also
would be removed and replaced along the realigned levee. Upon completion, the levee crown would
be 20-feet-wide with a 12-foot-wide paved surface.

Segment LT-

Segment L1 begins east of the UPRR right-of-way and extends to a point just south of Simpson
Lane. To allow a 100-foot cutoff wall gap for the UPRR right-of-way, levee construction and cutoff
installation would contnue 50 feet from the UPRR centetline, east and northward to the terminus of
Phase 2B near levee station 207400, The proposed levee alignment is shifted to the east of the
existing levee through the segment, up to a distance of about 105 feet. Continuing from Segment
K2, a primary motvaton for realignment of the levee in this segment is to allow for construcdon of
a landside patrol road. Realignment of the levee also would require relocation of overhead utlities.

Patrol Roads

Public access to the levee road would remain limited to pedestrians and bicyclists. Existng landside
and waterside patrol roads would be maintained and improved with an aggregate surface course.
Where feasible, minimum 15-foot-wide patrol roads would be constructed on hoth the landside and
waterside of all levee segments and ultimately would connect to the existing patrol road. The
addition of the landside patrol road in Segments K2 and L1 would require permanent degrade of the
existing levee to match the grade of the Segment K1 patrol road. Connecting routes would require
use of Marysville surface streets.

Landside Berms at the UPRR Crossing

Landside drained berms adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way are recommended to mitigate for levee
through-seepage at the UPRR cutoff wall gap. The minimum dimensions of the landside-drained
berms are 7 feet high, 15 feet wide and 100 feet long on each side of the UPRR line. Two
alternatves for the landside toe drains have been considered; however, due to the ease of
constructon, the recommended alternative includes installation of a fine aggregate that provides
both drainage and filtration.

Histotic Sewer Tunnels

Historic sewer tunnels have been identified near B Street and D Street within levee Segments K1
and K2, After being located, existing tunnels would be demolished and removed from the
embankment foundation through open excavation. However, it is possible that the sewer tunnels
may not interfere with the installation of the cutoff wall, and therefore would not demolished and
removed.

Utilides
Utilities would either be protected in place, grouped with others, or removed as needed to meet
Corps design criteria and the State of California, Central Valley Flood Protect Board, Californta

6



Code of Regulations, Title 23, Where the levee is to be realigned in Segments K2 and L1, an
inspection trench would be requited to help identify any previously unknown wutilities or abandoned
infrastructure.

Access and Staging
The proposed haul route for all material and equipment transportation in Segments I{1 and K2 is

Highway 70 to 4th Street, to F Street, to Biz Johnson Drive, and then to the watetside toe ot levee
ctown. Howevet, due to the distance from Highway 70 and restricted access along the UPRR right-
of-way, an alternate route is proposed for Segment L1 — along Highway 70 to Beale Road, to
Smartville Road, to Ramitez Street/Simpson Lane, and then uldmately to the watetside toe ot levee
Crown.

The Phase 2B project construction footprint is about 12.60 actes, with a maximum area disturbed
pet day of about 10.90 acres. Staging areas for Phase 2B construction that were not originally
identified in the 2010 Environmental Assessment/Initial Study include a lot adjacent to the
Marysville Flood District office on 1st Street, a lot adjacent to the A Street tamp, and a portion of
the open space area east of the PG&E yard in segment 1. Staging areas would provide patking and
supply-delivery locations for the construction crew. The staging areas are described below:

e Staging Area 1 — West of Highway 70, adjacent to Biz Johnson Drive. It occupies about 0.5
acre, and the surface is not entirely level on the southein edge. The vegetation would be
removed and the area leveled before stockpiling,

e Staging Area 2 — About 0.25 acte and located adjacent to the Matysville Levee Commission
field office, bounded by 1st Street and the landslide embankment of the existing levee.

¢ Staging Area 3 — About 0.5 acre and located on the waterside opposite the Matysville Levee
Commission field office.

e  Staging Area 4 — About 0.5 acre, adjacent to the landside levee access ramp between
Chestnut Street, A Street, and the UPRR tracks.

e  Staging Area5 — About 10 acres and located on the waterside of levee Segment L1, adjacent
to Simpson Lane. This is the only area for Segment L1 suitable for stockpiling, equipment
storage, and mixing.

e Staging Area 6 — About 0.5 acres, positioned between Yuba Square Patk and the landside
embankment of levee Segment L1.

Constiuction Crew and Schedule

Although the numbers of workets on site would vary during construction, 2 maximum of five
wotkers would be onsite each day while the cutoff wall is being constructed. The wotkers would
access the area via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the identified staging
areas. Construction activities would be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday
through Saturday, and from 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. on Sunday. The construction petiod is expected to last
neatly two full seasons with an estimated dutation of 4 to 6 months (April-October), from 2023-
2024.

Phase 3

Current levee improvements along Phase 3 require improvements to meet flood protection criteria
set by the Corps, including a soil-bentonite ot soil-cement-bentonite cutoff wall, depending on wall
depth, to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage.



Cutoff Wall Construction and [evee Restoration

Phase 3 construction would proceed in three segments or reaches, although work would be similar
in each reach. The Phase 3 cutoff wall would be constructed along the centerline of the levee crown
between Ramirez Street and the PG&E substation. Minor adjustments in the levee alignment would
be required to maintain the 20-foot standatd levee crown width. The levee crown would be partially
degraded to a maximum depth of 8 feet to establish a temporary 55-foot wide platform for cutoff
wall constrction. For the levee degrading, a maximum of 87,000 cubic yards of soil would be
removed and a maximum of 120,100 cubic yards would be impotted. The combined length of the
Phase 3 reaches would be about 9,700 feet (1.84 miles), and cutoff walls would have a maximum
depth of 130 feet with a minimum thickness of 3 feet.

Cutoff wall construction would accomplished by open trench and deep mix methods. The open
trench method described for Phase 2B wotk also would be applied in Phase 3. The deep mix
method, or “in-sitn” construction, is used for wall depths that exceed 80 feet. A demonstration
section or test area would be needed for this method and would be located within the footprint of
the proposed alignment for the cutoff wall The demonstration section would be 50 to 60 feet in
length and would extend down to the deepest section of the cutoff wall.

Levee matetial would be removed from the trench and brought to a neatby location, mixed with
soil, Portland cement, and bentonite clay, then replaced to create the wall. In addition to
conventional equipment, specialized equipment including a deep mix method apparatus similar to a
crane, mixing batch plant and tubing, and a cutter crane would be required duting construction.

Udlides

Publicly- and privately-owned utilities are located by the existing levee, including water and gas lines
that penetrate the levee. Existing utilities would either be relocated or protected in place. Where
possible, relocations would be accomplished in advance of the construction.

Access and Staging

Two potental haul routes are proposed fotr Phase 3: (1) Ramirez Street/Simpson Lane with
construction of a temporary ramp for access from the landslide slope to the crown of the levee, and
(2) the levee road to E Street to 12th Street. Haul routes would be used for work zone and staging
area access, personnel, equipment, unsuitable material export, fill material import, disposal of
demolished levee features, and impott of new levee feature matetials.

The project area and the maximum area disturbed per day would be about 46 acres. There are five
staging areas located on the waterside toe of the levee embankment that would be used duting levee
constiuction. Staging areas would provide parking and supply-delivery locations for the
construction crew.

Construction Wotkers and Schedule

A maximum of 20 constiuction workers would be onsite each day for cutoff wall construction. The
workers would access the area via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the
identified staging areas. Construction activities would include night work at Simpson Lane and
Highway 20 at the levee crossings. Hours of operation would be from 8:30 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. fora
petiod of about 2 months during a full construction window. The construction period is expected
to last approximately two full seasons, with an estimated duration of 4 to 6 months (April-October)
from 2021-2022.



BIOLOGICAL RESQURCES
The existing conditions for vegetation, wildlife and fish are described in the Service’s previous
FWCA reports related to the proposed levee improvements (USEWS 1997, 2010) and have not
changed significantly for the Phase 2B and Phase 3 portion of the project. However, as a result of
project refinements, the Corps reinitiated formal consultation under the Endangered Species Act for
changes in Phase 2B and Phase 3 and their effects on the federally-listed as threatened giant garter
snake and valley elderbetry longhorn beetle. The Services’s biological opinion is attached to this
report (Attachment 1),

MITIGATION POLICY

The recommendations provided herein for the protection of fish and wildlife resources are in
accordance with the Service's Mitigation Policy as published in the Federal Register (46:15;
January 23, 1981).

The Mitigation Policy provides Service personnel with guidance in making recommendations to
protect ot conserve fish and wildlife resources. The policy helps ensure consistent and effective
Service recommendations, while allowing agencies and developers to anticipate Service
recommendations and plan early for mitigation needs. The intent of the policy is to ensure
protection and conservation of the most important and valuable fish and wildlife resources, while
allowing reasonable and balanced use of the Nation's natural resoutces.

Under the Mitigation Policy, resources are assigned to one of four distinct Resource Categories, each
having a mitigation planning goal which is consistent with the fish and wildlife values involved. The
Resource Categories cover a range of habitat values from those considered to be nnique and
irreplaceable to those believed to be much more common and of relatively lesser value to fish and
wildlife. However, the Mitigation Policy does not apply to threatened and endangered species,
Setvice recommendations for completed federal projects or projects permitted or licensed prior to
enactment of Setvice authotities, or Service recommendations related to the enhancement of fish
and wildlife resources.

In applying the Mitigation Policy during an impact assessment, the Service first identifies each
specific habitat ot cover-type that may be impacted by the project. Evaluation species' which utilize
each habitat ot cover-type are then selected for Resource Category analysis. Selection of evalnation
species can be based on several rationale, as follows: (1} species known to be sensitive to specific
land- and water-use actions; (2) species that play a key role in nutrient cycling or energy flow; (3)
species that utilize a common environmental resource; or (4) species that are associated with
Important Resource Problems, such as anadromous fish and migratory birds, as designated by the
Director or Regional Directors of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Based on the relative importance of
each specific habitat to its selected evaluation species, and the habitat's relative abundance, the
appropriate Resource Category and associated mitigation planning goal are determmined.

Mitigation planning poals range from “no loss of existing habitat value” (.e., Resource Category 1)
to “minimize loss of habitat value” (i.e., Resource Category 4). The planning goal of Resource
Category 2 is “no net loss of in-kind habitat value;” to achieve this goal, any unavoidable losses
would need to be replaced in-kind. “In-kind replacement” means providing or managing substitute
resources to replace the habitat value of the resources lost, where such substitute resources are
physically and biclogically the same or closely approximate those lost.

1 Note: Evalnation species used for Resource Category determinations may or snay not be the same evalnation species
used in a HEP application or othet impact assessment methodology, if one is conducted.
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In additon to mitigation planning goals based on habitat values, Region 8 of the Service, which
inchides California, has a mitigation planning goal of no net loss of acreage and value for wetland
habitat. This goal is applied in all impact analyses.

In recommending mitigation for adverse impacts to fish and wildlife habitat, the Service uses the
same sequential mitigation steps recommended in the Council on Environmental Quality’s
regulatons. These mitigation steps (in order of preference) are: avoidance, minimizaton,
rectification of measures, measures to reduce or eliminate impacts over time, and compensation.

The evaluation species and mitigation planning goals are described in the Service’s FWCA report for
the Marysville Ring Levee Project (USFWS 2010a).

DISCUSSION
Phase 2B and Phase 3 were visited on September 18, 2018 by Harry IKahler and Doug Weinrich of
the Service, Lillian Corley of the Corps, and David Moldoff of California Department of Water
Resources. After reviewing the site conditions during the visit, the group agreed that it would be
appropriate to continue using the results from the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) conducted
in 1997 (see Service 1997). Although specific site conditions have changed over the years
throughout Phase 2B and Phase 3, the overall current habitat characteristics appeared to have
remained consistent with the conditions measured by the HEP mn 1997. Therefore, the Habitat
Suitability Index model and procedures previously used were applied in this HEP application to
minimize any inconsistencies in the results.

Vegetation cover-type mapping conducted for this supplemental report was conducted with
reference to mapping performed for the supplemental FWCA Report of 2010 (Service file #81420-
2009-FA-0459-3; Setvice 2010). Vegetation was mapped using the same four cover-type categories
previously used:

e Agriculture

o  Grassland

e  Other (including urban)
* Riparian woodland.

The cover-type mapping was conducted on Phase 2B and Phase 3 project footprints provided by the
Corps. Because the northern portion of Phase 2B (see Figure 2) overlaps with the southern portion
of Phase 3 (see Figure3), any permanent impacts within the area of ovetlap, for example the removal
of woodland trees, were assumed to be taking place during Phase 2B work. However, no ripatian
woodland habitat was identified in the area of overlap between the phases.

The current mapping results indicate that 3.00 acres of riparian woodland would be impacted with
project implementation in Phase 2B, while 8.76 acres of riparian woodland would be affected with
Phase 3 construction.

In Table 3 of the 2010 FWCA Report, the Service reported an impact to 2.38 acres of riparian
woodland in Phase 2, with a compensation need of 3.16 acres (Service 2010). Of the potentially
impacted 2.38 acres in Phase 2, 1.41 acres existed outside of the current Phase 2B project footprint.
Therefore, in 2010 a total of (.97 acre of riparian woodland was analyzed in the current Phase 2b
construction footprint. Additional impacted acreage totals were then applied to the compensation
ratio determined through the HEP analysis for woodland ripatian habitat, which is 1.0:1.32. Table 1
outlines the changes in impacts to riparian woodland habitar between the 2010 construction
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footprints and the current construction alignment, and the resulting compensation need for each
Phase.

Table 1. Diffetences between cutrent ripatian woodland impacted acteage and ripatian woodland
impacts in the same Phase areas in 2010 (see Service 2010).

2B 0.97 3.00 2.03 2,68
3 1.54 8.76 7.22 953
TOTAL 251 11.76 9.25 12.21

Implementation of the proposed MRL Phase 2B and Phase 3 would entail compensation of 12.21
actes for the removal of tipatian woodland habitat. Aftet reviewing the status of available lands for
compensation, only 3.39 actes remain available at the existing Corps’ Anderson Road Mitigation
Site, within an 8.69-acre block set aside for MRL project compensation (see Attachment 2). The
Cotps has indicated that compensation acreage remaining in excess of those available at the
Anderson Road site (8.82 acres), would be compensated for by purchasing credits at a Setvice-
approved conservation bank within the MRL Phases 2B and 3 approved service area,

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Setvice recommends:
1. Avoid impacts to trees and shrubs (woody vegetation} to the extent possible.
2. Avoid futute impacts to the site by ensuring all fill matetial is free of contaminants.

3. Minimize impacts to migratory birds nesting in trees along the access routes and adjacent to the
proposed repair sites by conducting pre-construction surveys for active nests along proposed
haul roads, staging areas, and construction sites. This would especially apply if constructon
begins in the spring months, Work activity around active nests should be avoided untl the
young have tledged.

4. Minimize project impacts by reseeding all disturbed ateas at the completion of consttuction with
native forbs and grasses,

5. Minimtze the impact of removal and timming of all trees and shrubs by having these activities
supervised and/or completed by a certified arborist,

6. Offset the loss of an additional 2.03 acres of riparian woodland habitat in Phase 2B, and an

additional 7.22 acres in Phase 3, through the compensation of 12.21 acres of riparian woodland
habitat, The compensaton can be accomplished by:
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a.  Utlizing the remaining 3.39 acres at the Anderson Mitigation Site; and
b. Purchasing an additional 8.82 acres of riparian habitat credits at a Service-approved
conservation bank.

7. Contact the California Department of Fish and Wildlife regarding possible effects of the project
on State-listed species.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Reinitiation of Formal Consultation on the Marysville Ring Levee Project

Yuba County, Californfa



LA
FISIL& WILTDLIFE
HE

HVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
> Sactamento Fish and Wildlife Office

In Reply Refer to: 2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605

81420- Sacramento, California 95825-1846

2010-F-0424-R003 MAR 1 3 2018

’

Mz, Mark T. Ziminske

Chief, Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

1325 J Street

Sactamento, California 95814-2292

Subject; Reinjtiation of Formal Consultation on the Matysville Ring Levee Project, Yuba
County, Califormia.

Dear Mr. Ziminske:

This letter is in response to the Army Corps of Engineers {(Corps) request for reinitiation of formal
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on the proposed Marysville Ring Levee
Project, Yuba County, California. Your request, dated February 19, 2019, was received by the
Service via email on February 25, 2019. The Service issued a biological opinion for the proposed
ptoject on Aptil 13, 2010 (Setvice file number 81420-2010-F-0424; original opinion), which analyzed
proposed project effects on the federally-listed as threatened giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas,
snzke) and valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerss californgcus dimorphus; beetle). Subsequently,
design refinements in Phase 1 of the proposed project twice prompted teinitiation of formal
consultation, to which the Service responded in letters dated July 18, 2012 (Service file number
81420-2010-F-0424-R001), and October 1, 2012 {Service file number 81420-2010-F-0424-R002).
Our current response is provided under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.8.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act), and in accordance with the implementing regulations
pettaining to interagency coopetation (50 CFR 402).

As stated in the Reinitiation — Closing Statement section of the April 13, 2010 original opinion, a
reinitiation is required and shall be requested, among other conditions, when “the identified action is
subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that
was not considered in the hiclogical opinion.” The standing bioclogical opinion reflects the actions
analyzed in the original opinion, along with the opinions based on subsequent modifications as
described in the Service letters of July 18, 2012 and October 1, 2012. Currently, modifications to
Phase 2B and Phase 3 (proposed project) of the Marysville Ring Levee project noted in your
February 19, 2019, letter have prompted a third reinitiation request. The carrent reinitiation further
modifies the standing biological opinicn through additional proposed project alterations and
analyses not considered in the original opinion.

In consideting your request, we based our evaluation on the following: (1) the standing biclogieal
opiniomn; (2) your February 19, 2019, letter requesting reinitiation formal consultation with an
enclosed Reinitiaion Package that describes the current project actions and effects to the snake and
the beetle; (3) files provided by the Corps that define the geographic extent of the proposed project
acton; (4) a site visit on September 20, 2018, attended by Service, Cotps, and California Department
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of Water Resources (DWR) staff; (5) meetings, emails, and telephone correspondence between the
Setvice and the Cotps; and (6) other information available to the Setvice.

Consultation History
July 25, 2018. Dong Weinrich and Hatry Kahler (Service) met with Tanis Toland and Lillian Cozley
(Corps) to discuss plans for Phase 2B and Phase 3 of the Marysville Ring Levee Project.

September 20, 2078. Doug Weinrich and Harry Kahler visited the proposed projects site along with
Lillian Cotley and David Moldoff (DWR).

Febiwary 25, 2079, The Sactamento Fish and Wildlife Office received a reinitiation request from the
Cotps due to modifications in Phase 2B and Phase 3 of the proposed project.

BIOLOGICAL OPINION

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The cutrent reinitiation involves modifications to Phase 2B and Phase 3 of the Marysville Ring
Levee project. Phase 1 and all other portions of Phase 2 have been completed, and the current
reinitiation does not affect Phase 4. Therefore, the following proposed project descriptions
supersede past descriptions for the action area involving Phase 2B and Phase 3 work only. Table 1
summarizes the differences between the proposed project as described in the original opinion (2010
Plans) and the curtently proposed plans for Phase 2B. Likewise, Table 3 summarizes similar
differences for Phase 3.

DPhase 2B

To meet flood protection criteria established by the Cotps, Phase 2B will include the addition of a
soil-bentonite cutoff wall to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The cutoff wall will extend
nearly the whole length of Phase 2B construction, about 0.97 mile. The cutoff wall will have a
maximum depth of about 55 feet, and a maximum thickness of about 3 feet. Design challenges
include management of existing utilides and encroachments such as the historic sewer tunnels,
proximity to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), as well as a Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)
substation and setvice center. Cutoff wall gaps atre to remain at State Highway 70, UPRR, and
Simpson Lane, although the gap will be closed at Simpson Lane with Phase 3 work.

Cutoff Wall Construction and Levee Restoration

To facilitate the use of a 30-foot-wide working platform, the existing levee will be degraded about 8
feet. The degrading requires the removal of a maximum of 260,000 cubic yards of soil, with the
same amount being replaced with new material. The cutoff wall will then be constructed using an
open trench method. Once a portion of the open trench is excavated, it is backfilled with the soil-
bentonite shutry. A clamshell digger will be used for excavaton. The cutoff wall shurry will be
inserted via a tremie method, using gravity to pull the slurry down vertical pipes into the trench.

After the cutoff wall is complete, a temporary clay cap composed of impervious fill will be
constructed and settlement plates will be placed on top. Following a monitoring period, a pottion of
the temporary clay cap will be removed and replaced with a permanent clay cap.
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Table 1. Summary of changes to Phase 2B of the proposed project between the desciption analyzed in the onginal opinion of 2010 and

o

the current proposed

project plan (adapted from Corps 2019).

JEscripti

Phase 2B is identified in segments described as K1, K2, and L1. All levee segments require improvements to meet flood protection criteria set by the Corps, including the
addition of asoil bentonite cutoff wall in each segment to prevent through P
Phase 2 Proposed Action area as outlined in 2010 and the updated design as described in the Phase 2B Design Documentation Report {DDR) dated February 2018, are listed

and under-

The differences between the proposed levee improvements for the

Sub-division of levee
improvements {phasing)

Sub-divisian of Phase 2:
Phase 2A-North, Phase 2A-South, Phase 2B#, Phase 2C
* Phase 2B is the only remaining unconstructed Sub-division and is

considered as part of the curvent reinitiation.

MRL-Pébjeci Phase

2B

Sail Cement Bentonite

Sail Bentanite

Canstruction Method

Qpen Trench

QOpen Trench

Alig Centerline of Laves Centerline of Levae

Staping Areas About 13 acres for all Phase 2 About 12,25 acres for Phase 2B only
constriction

Through-seepage Cutoff wall Cutoffwall

Under-sespage Cutoff wall Cutoff wall

Utilities

The existing design did not identify any
adverse effects ta utilities

There are utilities located in the vicinity of the existing levee and the
prapased levee realignment. These ntilities will either be protected in place,
relocated, or remaved. Additianally, there are two abandaned sewer tunnels
thatmay be uncavered during construction activities.

Levee Service Roads

The 2010 Plans did not include additional
levee service roads (beyand those already
existing as Project fzatures).

Where feasible, minimum 13-foot-wide patrol roads will be constructed on
both the landside and waterside of all levee segments that will ultimatety
cannect to the existing patrol road-—discontinvities in the patrol roads are
necessary at the UPRR right-of-way. The addition of the landside patro! road
in Segment L1 will require permanent degrade of the existing levee to match
the grade af'the K1 patrol road. Connecting routes will require use of
Marysville surface streets which is the current arrangement.

Haul Routes

The haul route propased for all material
and equipment iransportation will be
Levee Road/HWY 20 to 3+ Street to F
Steeet to Biz Johnson Drive to the
waterside toe ar the levee crown.

The proposed haul raute for all material and equipment fransportation in
Segments K1 and K2 is HWY 70 to 4th Street ta F Street to Biz Johnson
Driveta the waterside toe or levee crown. However, due to the distance from
HWY 70 and restricted access along the UPRR right-of-way, an alternate
route is propased for Segment L1 along HWY 70 to Beale Raad to Smartville
Road to Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road to the waterside toe or levee crown.
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Table 2. Summary of changes to Phase 3 of the proposed project between the description analyzed in the otiginal opinion of 2010 and the

cutrent proposed project plan (adapted from Corps 2019).

Description -

Phase 3 is identified in segments described as Réach 1, Reach 2, and Reach 3. All levee segments require improvements to meet flood protection criteria set by the Corps,
including a soil bentonite and/or soil cement bentonite cutoffwall to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage. The differences between the proposed levee improvements for
Phase 3 Proposed Action area as outlined in the 2010 Plans and the updated design as described in the Phase 3 Design Documentation Report (DDR) dated February 2018, are

listed below.

- MRL Project’ [* Ciirrefit- Desigii
SPhase s [ Sl e A it

Wall Type Seil Cement Bentonite Soil Bentonite and Soil Cement Bentonite

Construction Method Open Trench Open Trench/Conventional Method and Deep Mix Method/In-Situ

Alignment Centerline of the Levee or along Levee Centerline of Levee
Slope

Wall Length Construction of a cutoff wall in two Construction of a cutoff wall in three locations about 9,700 linear feet
locations (1) 3,400 linear feet along the (includes an additional 200 linear fect of wall connecting Phase 3 to Phase
northeast cormer of the levee and (2) 2B).
4,000 feet extending northeast of
Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road

Staging Area About i3 Acres About 4 Acres

Through-seepage Cutoff Wall Cutoff Wall

Under-seepage Cutoff Wall Cutoff Wall

Haul Routes The 2010 Plan proposed three potential There are two potential haul routes proposed for Phase 3: (1) Simpson
haul routes: (1) Ramirez Street/Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road with construction of a temporary ramp for access from

3 Lane to HWY 20/Levee Road to the the landslide slope to the crown ofthe levee, and (2) the Levee Road/HWY

crown of the levee for the southern slurry
wall, (2) HWY 20/Levee Road for the
northern slurry wall, and (3) HWY
20/Levee Road between slurry wall
construction sites and staging.

Levee Service (O&M) Roads

20 to E Street to i 2™ Street.

The 2010 Plan did not include additional
levee service roads (beyond those already
existing as Project features).

A paved levee service (O&M) road will be constructed on the landside of
Phase 3 extending |5 feet from the toe of the levee slope. Although there will
be no service roads located on the waterside, a [5-foot offset (flood safety
casement) is necessary.

Construction Schedule

Construction hours will be limited to 7
a.m. to 7 p.m. seven days a week.

To minimize effects to traffic and circulation, construction hours will
include night work when localized lane shifts are required at Levee
Road/HWY 20 and the county road at Simpson Lane. Hours of operation
will be from 8:30 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. for a period of about 2 months during a
fusll construction window for each of these locations.
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General levee fill material will then be placed and graded to the existing levee height. From west to
east along Phase 2B, the levee improvements are further differentiated into segments described as
K1, 12, and L1, Rock slope protection is proposed for a portion of Segtnent K1,

Segment K7-

Segment K1 construction will begin about 10 feet east of Highway 70 and extend east to about levee
station 259400, The existing levee will be degraded to allow construction of the soil-bentonite
cutoff wall, and then reconstructed to existing dimensions and alignment. Existing sheetpile likely
exists below the levee ctown and will be removed during levee degrade. Also, if remaining portions
of a previously demolished and abandoned D Street bridge are found, these abutments and
foundations may need to be removed for cutoff wall construction. The levee crown will be
reconstructed to the existing 20-foot-wide crown width with a 12-foot-wide paved levee road and 4-
foot-wide aggregate base shoulders. Current rock slope protection will be removed and stockpiled
up to 1 foot below the levee degrade and replaced after construction is complete.

There is 2 wood staircase on the levee in close proximity to the Bok Kai temple that will be removed
and replacedin kind after construction is complete. East of the wood staitcase, an existing concrete
retaining wall runs the length of Segment K1; this sttucture will be protected in place during
construction. The existing rock slope protection on the waterside of Segment I1 will be removed,
stockpiled, and reset (up to 6.6 acres) after construction of the cutoff wall.

Segment K2-

Segment K2 is curtently aligned north of an abandoned sand plant, extending east from Segment K1
to a point just west of the UPRR tracks. The segment will be realighed south of the existing levee,
with the cutoff wall construction terminating 55 feet from the centetline of the UPRR line. The
proposed cutoff wall gap at UPRR will alsolimit earthwork to a minimum 5 feet from the Kinder
Motgan gas line, which must be protected in place. The proposed levee realignment in Segment K2
has been designed to prevent conflict with construction of the cutoff wall and any portion of an
existing sheet pile wall or associated structures remaining in place. Howevet, aswith Segment K1,
any existing sheetpile that exists below the proposed cutoff wall alipgnment will be removed during
treniching,

Additionally, a primary motivation for levee realignment in this segment is to allow for construction
of a landside patrol road. The realignment requites demolition of walls, foundations, and
apputtenances that have remained at the abandoned sand plant site. A new waterside ramp from the
levee crown will be added near the abandoned sand plant to facilitate access to the waterside of the
levee between Highway 70 and UPRR. An existing watezside access tamp also will be removed and
replaced along the realigned levee. Upon completion, the levee crown will be 20-feet-wide with a 12-
foot-wide paved surface.

Segment 11-

Segment L1 begins east of the UPRR right-of-way and extends to a point just south of Simpson
Lane. To allow a 100-foat cutoff wall gap for the UPRR right-of-way, levee construction and cutoff
installation will continne 50 feet from the UPRR centetline, east and northward to the terminus of
Phase 2B near Simpson Lane. The proposed levee alignment is shifted to the east of the existing
levee through the segment, up to a distanice of abount 105 feet. Continuing from Segment K2, a
primary motivation for realignment of the levee in this segment is to allow for construction of a
landside patrol road. Realignment of the levee requires relocation of overhead utilities.
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Pattol Roads

Public access to the levee road will remain limited to pedestrans and bicyclists. Existing landside and
waterside patrol roads will be maintained and improved with an aggregate sutface course. Where
feasible, minitnum 15-foot-wide patrol toads will be constructed on both the landside and watetside
of all levee segments and ultimately will connect to the existing patrol road. The addition of the
landside patrol road in Segments K2 and L1 requires permanent degrade of the existing levee to
match the grade of the Segment K1 patrol road. Connecting routes will require use of Matysville
sutface streets,

Landside Berms at the UPRR Crossing
Landside drained betms adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way are recommended to mitigate for levee

through-seepage at the UPRR cutoff wall gap. The minimum dimensions of the landside-drained
betms are 7 feet high, 15 feet wide and 100 feet long on each side of the UPRR line. Two
alternatives for the landside toe drains have been considered; however, due to the ease of
construction, the recommended alternative includes installation of a fine aggregate that provides
both drainage and filtration.

Historic Sewer Tunnels

Historic sewer tunnels have been identified near B Street and D Street within levee Segments K1
and K2. After beinglocated, existing tunnels will be demolished and removed from the
embankment foundation through open excavation if they interfere with construction. If the sewer
tunnels do not interfere with the installation of the cutoff wall, they will not demolished and
removed.

Utilities

Utilities will either be protected in place, grouped with others, or removed as needed to meet Corps
design criteria and the State of California, Central Valley Flood Protect Board, California Code of
Regulations, Title 23. Where the levee is to be realigned in Segments K2 and L1, an inspection
trench will be tequired to help identify any previously unknown utilities or abandoned infrastructure.

Access and Staging
The proposed haul route for all material and equipment transportation in Segments K1 and K2 is

Highway 70 to 4th Street, to F Street, to Biz Johnson Drive, and then to the waterside toe or levee
crown. However, due to the distance from Highway 70 and restricted access along the UPRR rght-
of-way, an alternate route is proposed for Segment L1 — along Highway 70 to Beale Road, to
Smartville Road, to Ramirez Street/Simpson Lane, and then ultimately to the watetside toe or levee
crown.

The Phase 2B project construction footprint is about 12.60 acres, with a maximum area disturbed
pet day of about 10.90 actes. Staging areas for Phase 2B construction that were not originally
identified in the 2010 Environmental Assessment/Initial Study include a lot adjacent to the
Marysville Flood District office on 1st Street, a lot adjacent to the A Streetramp, and a porton of
the open space atea east of the PG&E yard in segment L1. Staging areas will provide patking and
supply-delivery locations for the construction crew. The staging ateas are described below:

e Staging Area 1 — West of Highway 70, adjacent to Biz Johnson Drive. It occupies about 0.5
acre, and the surface is not entirely level on the southern edge. The vegetation will be
removed and the area leveled befote stockpiling.

e Staging Area 2 — About 0.25 acre and located adjacent to the Marysville Levee Commission
field office, bounded by 1st Street and the landslide embankment of the existing levee.
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s Staging Area 3 — About 0.5 acte and located on the waterside opposite the Marysville Levee
Commission field office.

® Staping Area 4 — About 0.5 acre, adjacent to the landside levee access ramp between
Chestnut Street, A Stteet, and the UPRR tracks. ‘

e Staging Areab — About 10 acres and located on the waterside of levee Segment L1, adjacent
to Simpson Lane. This is the only area for Segment L1 suitable for stockpiling, equipment
storage, and mixing,

* Staging Area 6 — About 0.5 acre, positioned between Yuba Square Park and the landside
embankment of levee Segment L1,

Construction Crew and Schedule

Although the numbers of workers on-site will vary during construction, a maximum of five workets
will be on-site each day while the cutoff wall is being constructed. The wotkets will access the atea
via regional andlocal roadways and park their vehicles at one of the identified staging areas.
Construction activities will be limited to the houts of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday, and frotn 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. on Sunday. The construction period is expected to last neatly
two full seasons with an esWmated duration of 4 to 6 months (April-October), from 2023-2024,

Phase 3

Curtent levee improvements along Phase 3 requite improvements to meet flood protection criteria
set by the Corps, including a soil-bentonite or soil-cement-bentonite cutoff wall, depending on wall
depth, to prevent through-seepage and under-seepage.

Cutoff Wall Construction and Levee Restoration

Phase 3 construction will proceed in three segments ot reaches, although work will be similar in each
reach. The Phase 3 cutoff wall will be constructed along the centetline of the levee crown between
Ramirez Street and the PG&E substation. Minor adjustments in the levee alignment will be required
to maintain the 20-foot standard levee crown width, The levee ctown will be partially degraded to a
maximum depth of 8 feet to establish a temporary 55-foot-wide platform for cutoff wall
construction. For the levee degrading, a maximum of 87,000 cubic yards of soil will be temmoved and
a maximum of 120,100 cubic yards will be imported. The combined length of the Phase 3 reaches
will be about 9,700 feet (1.84 miles), and cutoff walls will have a2 maximum depth of 130 feet with a
minimum thickness of 3 feet.

Cutoff wall construction will be accomplished by open trench and deep mix methods, The open
trench method described for Phase 2B work also applies in Phase 3. The deep mix method, or “in-
situ” construction, is used for wall depths that exceed 80 feet. A demonstration section ot test atea
will be needed for this method and be located within the footprint of the proposed alignment for
the cutoff wall. The demonstration sectionwill be 50 to 60 feet in length and extend down to the
deepest section of the cutoffwall,

Levee material will be removed from the trenchand brought to a nearby location, mixed with soil,
Portland cement, and bentonite clay, then replaced to create the wall. In addition to conventional
equipment, specialized equipment including a deep mix method apparatus similar to a crane, mixing
batch plant and tubing, and a cutter crane will be required during construction.



Mr. Mark T. Ziminske 8

Utdlities

Publicly- and privately-owned utilities are located by the existing levee, including water and gas lines
that penetrate the levee. Existing utilities will either be relocated or protected in place. Where
possible, relocations will be accomplished in advance of the construction.

Access and Staging

Two potential haul routes are proposed for Phase 3: (1) Ramitez Street/Simpson Lane with
construction of a temporary ramp for access from the landslide slope to the crown of the levee, and
(2) the levee road to E Street to 12th Street. Haul routes will be used for work zone and staging area
access, personmel, equipment, unsuitable material export, fill material import, disposal of demolished
levee features, and import of new levee feature materials.

The Project Area and the maximum area disturbed per day will be about 46 acres. There are five
staging areas located on the waterside toe of the levee embankment that will be used during levee
construction. Staging areas will provide parking and supply-delivery locations for the construction
crew.

Construction Workers and Schedule

A maximum of 20 construction workers will be on-site each day for cutoff wall construction. The
workers will access the area via regional and local roadways and park their vehicles at one of the
identified staging areas. Construction activities will include night work at Simpson Lane and
Highway 20 at the levee crossings. Hours of operation will be from 8:30 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. for a
petiod of about 2 months during a full construction window. The construction period is expected to
last about two full seasons, with an estimated duraton of 4 to 6 months (Apdl-October) from 2021-
2022.

Conservation Measures

As patt of the proposed project under consideration in this reinitiation, the Corps has proposed the
following conservation measures. The conservation measures are consistent with measures proposed
an discussed in the original opinion.

1. A Service-approved biologist will identify boundaries of woodland habitat, individual trees
and elderberry shrubs that are to be avoided, and will have the contractor fence those areas
with orange construction fencing. Erosion control fencing will be placed at the edges of
construction where the construction activities are upslope of wetlands and channels to
prevent washing of sediments off-site. All fencing will be installed prior to initiating any
construction activides and will be maintained throughout the construction period.

2. During construction, stockpiling of construction matetials, portable equipment, vehicles, and
supplies will be restricted to the designated construction staging areas. To eliminate an
attraction to predators of listed species, all food-related trash items, such as wrappers, cans,
bottles, and food scraps, will be disposed of in closed containers. Revegetation will occur on
all areas temporarily disturbed during construction.

3. The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and the total area of the
proposed project activity will be limited to the minimum necessary. Routes and boundaries
will be clearly demarcated. Movement of heavy equipment to and from the project site will
be restricted to established roadways to minitnize habitat disturbance. Project-related
vehicles will observe a 20-mile-per-hour speed limit within construction areas, except on
country roads and on state and federal highways.
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4. Prior to beginning construction activities, a Service-approved biclogist will provide worker
awareness training to identify the snake, beetle, and their habitat. Workers will be provided
with information on their responsibilities with regard to the snake and the bectle, a life
history overview, measures to minimize potential for take, and an explanation of the possible
penalties for not propetly implementing. All on-site personnel shall be required to attend a
worker awareness training seminar prior to the initiation of ground distutbing activities.
Special status raptor species and migratory birds will also be discussed in the training.
Written documentation of the training by all personnel will be submitted to the Service
within 30 days of its completion.

5. Pre-construction and post-construction sutveys will be done of the elderberry shrubs in the
project area, Pre-construction surveys are designed to detect elderberty shrubs that may have
become established in the work areas since the original surveys. The post-construction
survey will confirm that there was no additional damage to any of the elderbetry shrubs
described in this reinitiation package.

6. Forty-six eldetberry shiubs or shrub clusters are present within the construction footprint
and will be transplanted to a Service-approved conservation bank, The Corps also proposes
to purchase 240 credits from a Service-approved conservation bank. To the extent feasible,
shrubs will be transplanted between November and the first 2 weeks of February, as
specified in the Service’s 1999 Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn
Beetle (Service 1999; Conservation Guide]ines)l. If shiub or eldetberry clump cannot be
transplanted, the ratios specified in the 1999 guidelines will be doubled for that shrub or
clamp.

7. A Service-approved biclogist (monitor) will be on-site for the duration of the excavation and
transplanting of the elderberry shrubs to ensure that procedures outlined in the
Conservation Guidelines are followed. The monitor will have the authority (working through
the Contracting Officer’s Representative) to stop work until corrective measures have been
completed if those procedures are not being followed. If a conservation bank accomplishes
the excavation and transplanting, they may provide a Service-approved biological monitor
from their staff. In this case, the monitor will have the authority to stop the excavation and
transplanting work until cotrective measures have been completed.

8. All areas to be avoided duting construction activities will be fenced and flagged. In most
cases, fencing will be placed at least 100 feet from the dripline of the shrub. In some cases,
construction activity may be required within 100 feet of a shrub. In these cases, exclusion
fencing will be placed at the greatest possible distanice from the shiubs.

9. Signs will be posted every 50 feet along the edge of the avoidance areas with the following
information: “This area is the habitat of the valley elderberry longhom beetle, a threatened
species, and must not be disturbed. This species is protected by the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended. Violators are subject to prosecution, fines, and imprisonment.”

10. Ditt roadways and other areas of disturbed bare ground within 100 feet of eldetbetry shrubs
will be wateted at least twice a day to minimize dust emissions.

! To remain consistent with the otiginal opinion the Corps is continuing the use of the 1999 Conservation Guidelines in
Yeu of the Service’s 2017 Framework for Assessing Impacts to the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.
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11, All construcdon acuvity within snake habitat (i.e., upland areas within 200 feet of aquadc
habitat) will be conducted between May 1 and October 1. This is the acdve period for the
snake and direct mortality is lessened because the snakes can actvely move to avoid danget.

12, In potendal snake habitat (i.e., upland areas within 200 feet of aquadc habitat) a snake survey
will be conducted by a Service-approved biclogist within 24 hours of the start of
construction. This area will be re-inspected when a lapse in construction activity of 2 weeks
or greater occuts, The biologist will be available throughout the construcdon period and will
conduct regular monitoring visits to ensute avoidance and minimizaton measures ate being
propetly implemented.

13. Habitat designated as envitonmentally sensiave to the snake will be flagged and avoided by
all construcdon personnel.

14. Within 2 weeks of the start of construction actvides, I{-rails (or an equivalent barrer) will be
placed along the Jack Slough ditch to reduce the potendal for snakes to entet the
construcdon area and to keep equipment and people out of the aquatc snake habitat.

15. All snake habitat temporatily affected during construcdon will be restored by October 1 of
the yeat in which the construcdon occurs, as specified in the Guidelines for Restoration
and/or Replacement of Giant Garter Snake Habitat and the Standard Avoidance and
Minimizadon Measures during Construcdon Acuavides in Giant Garter Snake Habitat
(Setvice 1997).

16. If a snake is encountered during construction, activides shall cease undl the snake moves
away from the atea on their own volidon. If any incidental take will be teport to the Service
immediately by telephone at (916) 414-6577.

Action Atea

The action atea is defined in 50 CFR §402.02, as “all areas to be affected directly or inditectly by the
federal acoon and not merely the immediate area involved in the acdon.” For the proposed project,
the actdon area encompasses all areas subject to the demolidon and reconstruction of levees within
Phase 2B and Phase 3. Current Phase 2B work encompasses about 57.57 acres, and Phase 3
construction involves about 143.06 actes. A pordon of the Phase 2B acdon atea, about 29.09 acres,
will subsequently be used for the Phase 3 work. In all, the current reinidatnon involves an acdon
area of 171.54 acres.

Analytical Framewotk fot the Jeopatdy Detetmination

Secton 7(a)(2) of the Actrequires that federal agencies ensure that any acdon they authorze, fund,
or catty out is not likely to jeopardize the contnued existence of listed species. “Jeapardize the
continued existence of” means to engage in an action that reasonably will be expected, directly or
indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the sutvival and recovery of a listed species in
the wild by reducing the reproducdon, numbers, or disttibudon of that species (50 CFR §402.02).

The jeopardy analysis in this biological opinion considers the effects of the proposed federal acton,
and any cumulative effects, on the tange-wide survival and recovety of the listed species. It relies on
four components: (1) the Status of the Species, which describes the range-wide condidon of the species,
the factors responsible for that condidon, and its survival and recovery needs; (2) the Euvironnsental
Basefine, which analyzes the condidon of the species in the acdon atea, the factors responsible for
that condidon, and the teladonship of the acdon area to the survival and recovery of the species; (3)
the Effects of the Action, which determines the directand indirect impacts of the proposed federal
acdon and the effects of any interrelated or interdependent acdvites on the species; and (4) the
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Cumeniative Bffects, which evaluates the effects of future, non-federal activities in the action area on the
species.

Valley Eldecherry Longhotn Beetle

Status of the Species and Binvironmental Baseline

For the most recent comprehensive assessment of the range-wide status of the beetle, please refer to
the Withdrawa! of the Proposed Rade so Remove the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Deetle from the Federal List of
Endangered and Threarened Wildlife (Service 2014), Threats discussed in the withdrawal continue to act
on the beetle, with loss of tiparian habitat being the most signiftcant effect. While there continue to
be losses of beetle habitat throughout its fange, to date no project has proposed a level of effect for
which the Service has issued a biological opinion of jeopardy for the beetle.

The environmental baseline remains unchanged from the conditions as analyzed in the original
opinion. Thetefore, the Setvice believes that the beetle is reasonably certain to occut within the
action area because of the biology and ecology of the animal, the presence of suitable habitat in and
adjacent to the acton atea, as well as tecent obsetrvations of this listed species.

Giant Garter Snake

Status of the Species and Bnvironmental Baseline

For the most recent comprehensive assessment of the range-wide status of the snake, please refer to
the Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (Service 2017). Threats discussed in the plan continue
to act on the snake, with loss of suitable aquatic habitat being the most significant effect. While there
continue to be losses of snake habitat throughout its range, to date no project has proposed a level
of effect for which the Service hasissued a biclogical opinion of jeopatrdy for the snake.

The environmental baseline retains unchanged from the conditions as analyzed in the original
opinion. Therefore, the Service believes that the giant garter snake may occur within the action area
because of the biology and ecology of the animal, the presence of suitable habitat in and adjacent to
the action area, as well as recent observations of this listed species.

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Valley Elderberry Longhon Beetle

The proposed project will require the removal of 46 eldetberry shrubs from the proposed project
acton area, Three of the shrubs located in the Phase 2B action area are located in areas that overlap
with the Phase 2C footprint, but wete previously ovetlooked. Table 3 summarizes the total shrubs
found and compensatory plantings proposed by the Corps.

Table 3. Summary of elderbetty shrubs affected by the proposed project.

Phase 2B Phasc 3 TOTALS
Numbher of Shrubs to be transplanted ’ 18 28 46
Riparian or Noa-riparian 1 Noa-riparian; Riparian Both

17 Riparian
Exit holes? No 3 shruhs with exit holes 3
Credits to Be Purchased 41 199 240
Shrubs 0 tc 20 ft.! 14 62 20
Shrubs betwesn 20 and 100 ft.* 11 ] 272 38

! Distance feam the construction foatprint.  ? (bshrubs with exit holes 3 6 shrubs with exit holes

The Cotps has proposed to transplant 46 elderberry shrubs, and purchase 240 credits at a Service-
approved conservation bank as a condition of the action. Attachment 1 outlines the elderberry shrub
and stem counts used to calculate the credits to be purchased, following the Setvice’s (1999)
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Consetvatdon Guidelines. If eldetberry shrubs or clumps cannot be transplanted, the Cotps proposes
to compensate fot the loss of each non-transplanted shrub by putchasing credits at a 2:1 rado.

This component of the acton will have the effect of protecting and managing lands for the species’
consetvation in petpetuity. The compensatoty lands will provide suitable habitat for breeding,
feeding, ot sheltering commensutate with of better than habitat lost as a tesult of the proposed
project. Providing this compensatory habitat as part of a relatively large, contignous block of
conserved land may contribute to other recovery efforts for the beetle.

Additonally, 58 eldetberty shtubs ate located within 100 feet of the proposed project construction
footprint. Beetles in these shrubs may be subject to injury ot death resulting from inadvertent
damage to the eldetberty shrubs, such as dust resulting from construction activities. Sevetal
proposed conservation measutes will minimize chances of take, such as dust suppression, wotker
awareness training, monitoring, signage, and fencing.

Giant Garter Snake

Construction activites associated with the project may harm, harass, injute, ot kill snakes.
Construction activities may temove vegetative cover and basking sites, fill ot crush butrrows ot
crevices, and dectease prey base. Because snakes utlize small mammal butrows and soil crevices as
retreatsites, snakes may be crushed, buried, ot otherwisekilled ot injured from construction
activities if they ate present in the uplands. Snakes maybe run ovet by construction equipment ot
othet vehicles accessing the construction site. Distutbance from consttuction activities may also
hatass snakes to the point that the snakes may move into or across areas of unsuitable habitat whete
they may be prone to highet rates of mottality from predation and being run ovet by vehicles.

Phase 2B work does not involve habitat for the snake; however Phase 3 contains suitable upland
snake habitat. The Phase 3 action atea contains about 1.5 actes of upland snake habitat that will be
temportarily affected by proposed project activiies. Aquatic snake habitat will not be affected by
Phase 3 work.

The effects of activides occutring in upland snake habitat will be minimized by the Cotps' proposal
to complete Phase 3 activities, including restoration of the habitat, within the snake's active period
when snakes ate expected to be in aquatic habitats (May 1 through Octobet ). Snakes use of upland
habitat is expected to be minimal during the active period, and if snakes ate in the uplands, they ate
expected to move when approached by construction equipment, though it is possible that snakes
undetected by preconstruction sutveys could be utlizing cracks and crevices duting the active
petiod. Howevet, with the proposed consetvation measutes implemented as patt of the proposed
project, effects to the snake ate not expected to increase beyond those that have previously been
analyzed in the standing biological opinion fot the Matysville Ring Levee Project.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects include the effects of future state, Tribal, local, or private actions that are
reasonably certain to oceur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future federal
actions that are untelated to the ptoposed action ate not considered in this section because they
requite sepatate consultation putsuant to section 7 of the Act.

Given the intettelatedness and intetdependence that exists between all Phases of work, the effects to
the beetle and the snake resulting from proposed project activities have been analyzed hete within
the context of the Matysville Ring Levee Project. Beyond the effects of levee maintenance (e.g.,
mowing, rodent control) that have been previously analyzed in the standing biological opinion, the
Setvice is unaware of any additonal futute actions that are teasonably certain to occur within the
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action atea of the proposed project. Upon project completion, levee maintenance is expected to
occut to the same extent that it is ptesently occutring.

Conclusion

" After reviewing the current status of the beetle, the environmental baseline for the action atea, the
effects of the propose project and the cumulative effects, it is the Setvice’s biological opinion that
the Matysville Ring Levee Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopatdize the continued existence of
the valley eldetberry longhorn beetle. The Setvice reached this conclusion because the project-
related effects to the species, when added to the envitonmental baseline and analyzed in
consideration of all potential cumulative effects, will nnot tise to the level of precluding tecovery or
reducing the likelihood of survival of the species based on the following: (1) the potential of lethal
take of individual beetles will be minitnized by the implementation of the ptoposed consetvation
measutes; (2) the effects analyzed are identical wotk similar to those that wete analyzed in the
otiginal opinion; and (3) sensitive time perods for listed species will be avoided to the extent
practicable.

After reviewing the curtent status of the snake, the envitonmental baseline for the action atea, the
effects of the propose project and the cumulative effects, it is the Service’s biological opinion that
the Matrysville Ring Levee Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the giant patter snake, The Setvice reached this conclusion because the project-related effects to the
species, when added to the envitonmental baseline and analyzed in consideration of all potential
cumulative effects, will not tise to the level of precluding tecovety ot reducing the likelihood of
sutvival of the species based on the following: (1) the potential of lethal take of individual snakes will
be minimized by the itmplementation of the proposed consetvation measutes; (2) the effects
analyzed are identical work similat to those that were analyzed in the otiginal opinion; and (3)
sensitive ime petiods for listed species will be avoided to the extent practicable.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 9 of the Act and federal tegulation putsuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take of
endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined as to
harass, harm, putrsue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture ot collect, ot to attempt to engage in any
such conduct. Hatass is defined by Setvice regulations at 50 CFR 17.3 as an intentional ot negligent
act of omission which ctreates the likelihood of injuty to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as
to significantly disrupt notmal behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding,
feeding, ot sheltering. Harm is defined by the same regulations as an act which actually kills ot
injures wildlife. Hatm is further defined to include significant habitat modification ot degradation
that tesults in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential behavior patterns,
including breeding, feeding, ot sheltering, Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and
not the purpose of, the cartying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms of section
7(b)(@) and section 7(0)(2), taking thatis incidental to and notintended as patt of the agency action
is not consideted to be prohibited taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance
with the terms and conditions of this Incidental Take Statement.

The measutes described below are non-disctetionaty, and must be undertaken by the Cotps so that
they become binding conditions of any grant ot permit issued to a contractor, as apptoptiate, for the
exemption in section 7(0)(2) to apply. The Cotps has a continuing duty to regulate the activity
covered by this incidental take statement, If the Corps (1) fails to assume and implement the terms
and conditions ot {2) fails to tequite the contractor to adhete to the terms and conditions of the
incidental take statement through enforceable terms that ate added to the permit ot grant document,
the ptrotective coverage of section 7(0)(2) may lapse. In ordet to monitot the impact of incidental
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take, the Corps must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to the Setvice as
specified in the incidental take statement [50 CFR §402.14(1)(3)).

Amount ot Extent of Take

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

The Service anticipates incidental take of the beetle will be difficult to detect or quantify. The cryptic
nature of these species and their relatively small body size make the finding of a dead specimen
unlikely. The species occur in habitats that make them difficult to detect. Due to the difficulty in
quantifying the number of beetles that will be taken as a result of the proposed action, the Service is
quantifying take incidental to the project as the number of elderberry stems one inch or greater in
diameter at ground level (beetle habitat) that will become unsuitable for beetles due to direct effects
as a result of the action. Therefore, the Service estimates that the take of all beetles inhabiting 46
elderberry plants containing stems 1 inch ot greater in diameter at ground level will oceur as a result
of the proposed project.

Giant Garter Snake

The Service anticipates that incidental take of the snake also will be difficult to detect or quantify for
the following reasons: giant garter snakes are cryptically colored, secretive, and known to be
sensitive to human activities. Snakes may avoid detection by retreating to burrows, scil crevices,
vegetation, or other cover. Individual snakes are difficult to detect unless they are observed,
undisturbed, at a distance. Most close-range observations represent chance encounters that are
difficult to predict. It is not possible to make an accurate estimate of the number of snakes that will
be harassed, harmed or killed during construction activities (staging areas, work on canal banks, soil
borrow areas, and vehicle traffic to and from borrow areas). In instances when take is difficult to
detect, the Service may esdmate take in numbers of species per acre of habitat lost or affected as a
result of the action. Therefore, the Service anticipates that all giant garter snakes inhabiting 1.5 acres
of suitable upland habitat may be harassed, harmed, or killed by loss of habitat and construction
activities, as a result of the project.

Upon implementation of the following Reasonable and Prudent Measures, the incidental take of valley
clderberry longhorn beetles and piant garter snakes associated with the proposed project will
become exempt from the prohibitions desctibed in section 9 of the Act. No other forms of take are
exempted under this opinion.

Effect of the Take
In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service determined that this level of anticipated take is
not likely to result in jeopardy to the valley elderberry longhorn beetle or the giant garter snake.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures

All necessary and appropriate measures to avoid or minimize cffects on the snake and the beetle
resulting from implementation of this project have been incorporated into the project’s proposed
conservation measures, Therefore, the Service believes the following reasonable and prudent
measure is necessary and appropriate to minimize incidental take of the snake and the beete.

1. All conservation measures, as described in the biological assessment and restated here in the
Project Deserption section of this biological opinion, shall be fully implemented and adhered
to. Further, this reasonable and prudent measure shall be supplemented by the Terms and
Conditions below.
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Terms and Conditions

In otder to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Act, the Corps must ensure
compliance with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent
measure described above. These terms and conditions are nondiscretionary.

1. The Corps will fully implement and adhere to the conservation measures, as a condition of
any permit or contractissued for the proposed project. The Corps shall require that all
petsonnel associated with this project are made aware of the conservation measures and the
responsibility to implement them fully.

2. Ptior to construction activities, the Corps will provide a copy of the completed bill(s) of sale
and payment receipt(s) to the Service upon the purchase of habitat conservation credits.

3, To monitor whether the amount or extent of incidental take anticipated from
implementation of the proposed projectis approached or exceeded, the Corps will adhere to
the following reporting requirement. Should the anticipated amount or extent of incidental
take be exceeded, the Corps must immediately reinitiate formal consultation, as per 50 CFR
§402.16.

a. For those components of the action that will result in habitat degradation ot
modification whereby incidental take in the form of harm is anticipated, the Corps
will provide quarterly updates to the Service with 4 precise accounting of the total
acteage of habitatimpacted. Updates shall also include any information about
changes in project implementation that resultin habitat disturbance not desctibed in
the Project Description and not analyzed in this Biological Opinion.

b. For those components of the action that zesult in direct encounters between listed
species and project workess and their equipment whereby incidental take in the form
of harassment, harm, injury, or death is anticipated, the Corps shall immediately
contact the Setvice’s Sactamento Fish and Wildlife Office (SEWO) at (916) 414-6563
to report the encounter. If the encounter occurs after normal working hours, the
Cotps shall contact the SFWO at the eatliest possible opportunity the next working
day.

c. For those components of the action that will require the capture and relocation of
any listed species, the Cozps shall immediately contact the Service’s SEWO at
(916) 414-6563 to report the action. If captuze and relocation need to occur after
normal working hours, the Corps shall contact the SEWO at the easliest possible
opportunity the next working day.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs federal agencies to utilize their authorities to fusther the purposes
of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened
species. Conservation recommendations are disctetionary agency activities to minimize or avoid
advesse effects of a proposed action on listed species ot critical habitat, to help implement recovery
plans, or to develop information. The Service recommends the following actions: the Corps should
continue to work with the Setvice to assist us in meeting the goals for:

(1) the valley elderberry longhorn beetle as outlinedin the draft [adky Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
Recovery Plan (Service 1984); and
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(2) giant garter snake as outlined in the Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (Thannophis
gigas) (Service 2017).

In order for the Setvice to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or
benefiting listed species or their habitats, the Setvice requests notification of the implementation of
any conservation recommendations.

REINITIATION—CLOSING STATEMENT

This concludes formal consultation on the Marysville Ring Levee Project. As provided in 50 CFR
§402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required and shall be requested by the federal agency
or by the Service where discretionary federal agency involvement or control over the action has been
retained ot is authotized by law and:

(a) If the amount or extent of taking specified in the incidental take statement is exceeded;

(b) If new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical
habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered;

(c) If the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the
listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in the biological opinion; or

(d) If a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified
action.

If you have any questions regarding this biological opinion, please contact Harry Kahler, Fish and
Wildlife Biologist (harty_kahlet@fws.gov) or Doug Weinrich, Assistant Field Supetvisor
(douglas_weinrich@fws.gov), at the letterhead address, (916) 414-6563, ot by e-mail.

Sincerely,
ennifer M. Nortis, Ph.D.
Field Supetvisor

Enclosute
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MARYSVILLE RING LEVEE
PHASE 2B AND PHASE 3

ELDERBERRY COMPENSATION TABLES



Notes on Compensation Tables

The following tables teptesent the eldetberty compensation proposed by the Cotps for proposed
project actions assoclated with Phase 2B and Phase 3 activities of the Matysville Ring Levee project.
The tables ate based on sitnilar tables included in the Phase 2B and Phase 3 Biological Assessment
provided by the Cotps (Corps 2019). Because the otiginal 2010 formal consultation was conducted
using the Setvice’s (1999) Consetvation Guidelines, the decision was made upon mutual agteement
to continue using the Consetvaton Guidelines as a basis for eldetbetty compensation. In each case,
the consttuction area represents the portion of the action atea that is subject to eldetbetty plant
removal.

In the Phase 2B construction atea, 7 of the 15 shrubs identified could not be sutveyed for stem
counts. Therefore, the Corps has extrapolated the stem data for the 8 surveyed shrubs by
multiplying the counts by 1.875 to estimate a total for all 15 shrubs. Subsequently, three additional,
damaged shrubs wete found in locations of the Phase 2B construction atea that overlap with the
Phase 2C action area boundary. These three shrubs were counted separately.

A thitd table is included for shrubs found in the Phase 3 construction area. No eldetbetty shrubs

ate found ditectly within the pottion of the Phase 3 construction atea that ovetlaps with the Phase
2B consttuction atea.

Table A-1. QOrdpinal table for Phase 2B construction area.
Table A-2, Table of three shrubs in portions of Phase 2B that ovetlap with Phase 2C,

Table A-3. Table of Phase 3 construction area.



Table A-1. Flderherry Compensatory Miti,

oation Worksheet for Matysville Ring J.evee Phase 2B.

Eldetberry Reguired
Stems Exit Hole | Scedling/ cutting | Associated Associated
Waterside {maximum oni Shrub Rado &x:1) Nadve Numbiet | Requited Native
Landside Location diameter at (Yesor | (during transplant | Plant Ratio | of Stems {| Elderberry Plant
ground level) No) season) (x:1) Observed | Plantnps Plantings
1 0 i 1]
Non- R
Landside tiparian stems 1" & < 3"
Non- stems > 3" & <
Tandside ripardan 5"
. Non-
T andside riparian stems > 5"
Watecside Ripatian stems 21" & £ 3"
No 15
stems > 3" & < A
Waterside Riparian 5" Fyes o
Waterside Ripadan stems = 5"

TOTALS FOR SAMPLE

39

101

101

TOTALS ALL SHRUBS (Totals for Sample X 1.875)

73

189

189




Table A-2. Elderberry Compensatory Mitigation Worksheet for Damaged Elderberries in Phase 2B and 2C Footprints,

Eldesrberry
Stems Seedling/ cutting Required
Waterside- (maximum Exit Hole on Ratio (x:1) Associated | Numberof | Required Associated
Landside Location diameter at Shrub (during transplant | Native Plant Stems Elderbercy | Native Plant
ground level) (Yes or No) season) Ratio (x:1) Observed Plantings Plantings
No 1 1 2 2 2
Landside Non-riparian stems 21" & < 3" yes 2 2 0 0 0
No 2 1 0 0 0
Landside Non-riparian stems > 3" & < 5" yes 4 2 0 0 0
No 3 1 0 0 0
Landside Non-riparian stems 2 5" yes 6 2 0 0 0
No 2 1 6 12 12
Waterside Riparian stems 21" & £ 3" yes 4 2 0 0 0
No 3 1 0 0 0
Waterside Riparian stems > 3" & < 5" yes 6 2 [1] [1] 0
No 4 1 0 0 0
Waterside Riparian stems 2 5" yes 8 2 0 0 0
TOTALS FOR ALL SHRUBS IN PHASE 2B PROJECT FOOTPRINT THAT
OVERLAPS PHASE 2C 8 14 14




Table A-3. Elderberry Compensatary Mitigation Worksheet for Phase 3 ‘Transplanted Elderberty Shrubs/Clusters

Eiderberry
Stemis Scedling/ cutdng Reynired
Waterside/ {maxirmum ExitHole on Ratio {x:1) Associated Numbet of Required Associated
Landside Location diameter at ground Skrub (duting transplant | Nadve Plant Stems Elderberry | Native Plant
level) (Yes or No) season) Ratio (x:1) Observed Plantings Plantings
No 1 1 0 Q 0
Landside | Non-ripasian | stems >1" & £ 3¢ Dyest S
No 2 1 0 ) L)
Landside Nan-ripagan stems > 3" & < 5" B :4 - P 20 [ 9
1 0 L] 1
Landside Non-gpadan__| stems = 5" D = 04 0. 0.:
1 133 266 266
Waterside Ripazian stems 21" & < 3" 2. G5 -520.
No 3 1 30 90 90
Waterside Ripagdan stems > 3" & < 5" yes - 3 G ; '."2 - .17 Ut 21027 -‘204 ;
13 56 56
Waterside Ripazan stems = 5" 8 G lﬁ
TOTALS FOR ALL SHRUBS IN PHASE 3 PROIECT FOOTPRINT 267 838 1,152
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United States Department of the Interior

FIZH AWND WILDLIFE SEEVICE
Hacram ento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federd Building
2200 C ottage Way Foom Wo2605
Sactrammento, CAPSELS-184A
Phone: (2160 414-6600 Fax: (916 414-6713

In Eeply Refer To: April 16, 2019
Consultation Code: 0BESWEO0-2018-5L1-2778

Ewent Code: 08ESMFO0-2019-E-05371

Project Wame: Marysville Ring Levee (MMEL) FPhase 2B

Zubject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed
project location, andfor may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species st identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, under the jurisdiction of the 1.5, Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) that may occur within the boundary of your proposed project andior
may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the requirements of the Service
under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 T3 C 1331 &

seg.).

Please follow the link below to see if your proposed project has the potential to affect other
species or their habitats under the qurisdiction of the MNational IMarine Fisheries Service:

http:{fwww nwr noaa goviprotected_speciesfspecies_list'species_lists html

MNew informati on based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us 1f you need more current informati on or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFE 402.12{e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This wenfication can be
completed formally or informally as desired The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiing the ECO3Z-IPaC website at regular interval s during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.
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The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(¢)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 30 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/ TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ef seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/

eagle guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy
guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and
bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadeast) can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;, http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws. gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/
comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
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Official Species List

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

(916) 414-6600



04/16/2019 Event Code: 0BESMF00-2019-E-05371

Project Summary
Consultation Code: 08ESMF00-2018-SLI-2778

Event Code: 08ESMF00-2019-E-05371
Project Name: Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) Phase 2B
Project Type: LAND - FLOODING

Project Description: Levee Improvement Project

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/39.14006366513557N121.58203727778803 W
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Counties: Yuba, CA



04/16/2019 Event Code: 0BESMFO00-2019-E-05371 3

Endangered Species Act Species

There is a total of 9 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries!, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of

Commerce.
Birds
NAME STATUS
Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Threatened

Population: Western U.S. DPS
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws. gov/ecp/species/3911

Reptiles
NAME STATUS
Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis gigas Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos. fws.gov/ecp/species/4482

Amphibians
NAME STATUS
California Red-legged Frog Rana drayvionii Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891
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Fishes
NAME

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos. fws.gov/ecp/species/321

Insects

NAME
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Desmocerus californicus dismorphus

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7850
Habitat assessment guidelines:

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/assessment/population/436/office/1 1420. pdf

Crustaceans
NAME

Conservancy Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta conservatio

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8246

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Lepidurus packardi

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2246

Flowering Plants

NAME

Hartweg's Golden Sunburst Pseudobahia bahiifolia
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1 704

Critical habitats

STATUS
Threatened

STATUS
Threatened

STATUS
Endangered

Threatened

Endangered

STATUS
Endangered

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S

JURISDICTION.



United States Department of the Interior

FIZH AND WILDLIFE SEEVICE
Hacram ento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federd Building
2800 C ottage Way Foom W2605
Sacratmento, CA95EL5-184A
Phone: (P16) 414-6600 Fax: (916) 414-6713

In Eeply Refer To: April 16, 2019
Consultation Code: 0BESWEON-2018-51LI-2779

Ewent Code: 08ESMF00-2013-E-05374

Project Mame: Marysville Eing Levee (IMEL) Phase 3

Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed
project location, andfor may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species listidentifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, under the jurisdiction of the T3, Fish and
WWildlife Service (Service) that may occur within the boundary of your proposed project andfor
may be affected by your proposed project. The spectes list fulfills the requirements of the Service
under sectton 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 T.5C. 1531 &f

s2d.).

Please follow the link below to see if your proposed project has the potential to affect other
species or their habitats under the jurisdiction of the MNational MMarine Fisheries Service:

hitpMfwww nwr noaa goviprotected_speciesispecies_listfspecies_lists html

MNew information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current informati on or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFE 402, 12{e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This venfication can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verificaton be
completed by visiing the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-TPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.
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The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(¢)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 30 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/ TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ef seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/

eagle guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy
guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and
bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadeast) can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;, http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws. gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/
comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
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Official Species List

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

(916) 414-6600
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Project Summary

Consultation Code: 08ESMF00-2018-SLI-2779

Event Code: 08ESMF00-2019-E-05374

Project Name: Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) Phase 3

Project Type: LAND - FLOODING

Project Description: Levee Improvement Project
Project Location:

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/39.1558252026458N121.56706727737881W
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Counties: Yuba, CA
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Endangered Species Act Species

There is a total of 9 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries!, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of

Commerce.
Birds
NAME STATUS
Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Threatened

Population: Western U.S. DPS
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws. gov/ecp/species/3911

Reptiles
NAME STATUS
Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis gigas Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos. fws.gov/ecp/species/4482

Amphibians
NAME STATUS
California Red-legged Frog Rana drayvionii Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891
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Fishes
NAME

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos. fws.gov/ecp/species/321

Insects

NAME
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Desmocerus californicus dismorphus

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7850
Habitat assessment guidelines:

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/assessment/population/436/office/1 1420. pdf

Crustaceans
NAME

Conservancy Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta conservatio

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8246

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Lepidurus packardi

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2246

Flowering Plants

NAME

Hartweg's Golden Sunburst Pseudobahia bahiifolia
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1 704

Critical habitats

STATUS
Threatened

STATUS
Threatened

STATUS
Endangered

Threatened

Endangered

STATUS
Endangered

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S

JURISDICTION.



Query Summary:
County IS (Yuba)

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (CDFW)

CA
Scientific Common | Taxonomic| Element |Total|Returned Federal Global | State| Rare Other A
Name Name Group Code Occs| Occs Status SO S Rank |Rank|Plant Status Helo2is
Rank|
BLM_S-
Sensitive,
CDFW_SSC-
Species of
Special Concern,| Freshwater
. . . IUCN_EN- marsh, Marsh &|
ﬁlgce(')f('#s gl'ggll‘;:fg Birds  |ABPBXB0020|951 |6 None Eﬁggé‘éﬁd G2G3 |s1S2/null |Endangered,  |swamp,
NABCI_RWL- |Swamp,
Red Watch List, | Wetland
USFWS_BCC-
Birds of
Conservation
Concern
Meadow &
Astragalus S seep, Valley &
tenervar. | oS Milkipiens  |PDFABOFER3|18 |1 None  |None GeTt |s1 |1B.1|BM.S foothill
ferrisiae vetch Sensitive rassland
g ,
Wetland
BLM_S- Great Basin
Sensitive, grassland,
IUCN_LC-Least|Riparian forest,
Buteo - [DWAISONS girgs | ABNKC19070/2465) 2 None  |Threatened |G5  |S3 |null Sgr;C\Nerg'_Bcc- Riparian "
Birds of Valley &
Conservation  |foothill
Concern grassland
BLM_S-
Sensitive,
NABCI_RWL-
americanus %’? ow- Birds ABNRB02022|155 |2 Threatened | Endangered S1 |(null el Riparian forest
occidentalis illed 3 Sensitive,
cuckoo USFWS_BCC-
Birds of
Conservation
Concern
Chenopod
scrub,

. Cismontane
Delphinium —frecurved |p, 0 |ppRANOBLI0|100 |1 None |None G2? |s22 |1B.2|BIM.S- woodland,
recurvatum larkspur Sensitive

Valley &
foothill
grassland
Desmocerus Vﬁj"e%
californicus f erherry Insects 1ICOL48011 (271 |1 Threatened [None G3T2 (S2 |null [null Riparian scrub
dimorphus bong om
eetle
Great Valley Great
Cottonwood Valley - o
Riparian Cpttopwood Riparian |CTT61410CA [56 |2 None None G2 S2.1 {null |null Riparian forest
Riparian
Forest
Forest




Scientific

Common

Taxonomic

Element

Total

Returned

Federal

Global

State

CA
Rare

Other

Name Name Group Code Occs| Occs Status SO S Rank |Rank| Plant Status Helo2is
Rank|
Great Valley S;?Iaety
Iglig(ggian Mixed Riparian |CTT61420CA (68 |1 None None G2 S2.2 {null |null Riparian forest
Forest Riparian
Forest
Valley &
. vernal pool foothill
L:Eg:gijs tadpole Crustaceans ICBRA10010 (324 |1 Endangered None G4 S3S4{null IIELrJ]ga’\\:rEr’:;j grassland,
P shrimp 9 Vernal pool,
Wetland
song
. CDFW_SSC-
Melospiza |sparrow g 4 ABPBXA3010[92 |1 None None G5 |S3? |null |Species of null
melodia ("Modesto Special Concern
population) P
g;l\::ﬁ\s,é Cismontane
Monardella |veiny Dicots ~ |PDLAM18082|4 |1 None None Gl |s1 |1B.1|SB-RSABG- cgﬁ(ej;agd'
venosa monardella "~ |Rancho Santa :
p foothill
Ana Botanic land
Garden grassfan
Aquatic
Oncorhynchus [steelhead - '
mykiss irideus |Central Fish AFCHA0209K|31 |2 Threatened |None G5T2Q|S2 |null AFS_TH- Sacrar_nentolsan
Threatened Joaquin flowing
pop. 11 Valley DPS
) waters
chinook
Oncorhynchus salmon - Aquatic,
Central - AFS_TH- Sacramento/San
tsgavxéytscha Valley Fish AFCHA0205A/13 |1 Threatened | Threatened |G5 S1 |null Threatened Joaquin flowing
pop- spring-run waters
ESU
Cismontane
. SB_RSABG-
Pseudobahia Hartweg's Rancho Santa woodland,
R golden Dicots PDAST7P010 |27 |1 Endangered|Endangered (G2 S2 |1B.1 - Valley &
bahiifolia Ana Botanic :
sunburst Garden foothill
grassland
BLM_S- R
... |bank . Sensitive R!par!an scrub,
Riparia riparial o low Birds ABPAU08010(297 |8 None Threatened |G5 S2  |null IUCN_LC-Least Rlpac;:and
Concern woodian
IUCN_NT-Near |. _ .
. . Threatened R!par!an forest,
Vireo bellii least Bell's | . ' Riparian scrub,
: - Birds ABPBWO01114/483 |1 Endangered|Endangered [G5T2 |S2 |null [NABCI_YWL- |_." .
pusillus vireo Riparian
Yellow Watch
List woodland
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Road Construction Emissions Model

Data Entry Worksheet

oter Required data input sections harve a yellow hackaround.

Optional data input sections have a hiue hackaround. Cnly areas with a
yvellowy or blue background can be modified. Program defaults have a wh

Input Type

ite hackgraund.

Froject Mame

MEL - Phase 2H

Construction Start “ear

2023

Froject Type
Far 4. Other Linear Project Type, please provide project specific off-
road equipmert population and vehicle trip data

Project Construction Time

14.00

Working Day s per Month

]

Fredominant SoillSite Type: Enter 1, 2, or 3

for project within"Sacramento Courty”, follow soil type selection
instructions in cells E18 to E20 atherwize see instructions pravided in
cells J1810J22)

Froject Lenath

1.00

Total Project Area

1260

M airourm Area Disturbed/Day

1040

Water Trucks Used?

Material Hauling Quantity Input

Version 9.0.0

The uszer is required to enter infammation incells D10 through D24, E28 through G35, and D328 through D41 for all project trpes.
Flease use"Clear Data Input & User Cverrides” button first before changing the Project Type or hedin a new project.

Erter a'ear between 2074 and
2040 (inclusive)

To begina new project, click this button to
clear data previously entered. This button
will anly wark: ifyou opted not to disable
macroswhen loading this spreadsheet.

SACRAMENTO METEOPDILITAN

AIR QUALITY

MAMNAGEMENT

—ali

DISTRICT

13 Mew Road Construction ; Project to build a roadwsy from bare ground, which generally requires more site preparation than widening an existing roadway

2 Road Widening : Project to add a new [ane to an existing roachay

3 BridoeCverpass Construction : Project to build an elevated roadway, which generally requires sorme different equipment than a new roadway, such as a crane
43 Other Linear Project Type: Man-roadveay project such as a pipeline, transmission line, or levee construction

moriths
days (assume 22 i unknown)

1) Sand Gravel : Use for quaternary deposits {Deftatest County)

& Weathered Rock-Earth - Use for Laguna formation (Jackson Highweay ared) or the lone farmation (Scott Road, Rancho Murieta)
3 Blasted Rock : Use for Salt Springs Slate or Copper HillY oleanics (Folsom South of Highweay 50, Rancho Murieta)

tmile
acres
acres
1.%es
2. Mo

M aterial Type Phase Haul Truck Capjﬁ:;:ém tassume 20000 et valume oy efdar) Export Valume fydiday)
Grubbingiland Clearing 20.00 .00 200.00

Sl Giraddin ol ExC & ation 20.00 75,00 75,00
Drainage/ltiltiesiSub-Grade 200 132200 1322 00
Favinn 20.00 0.0 0,00
Grubhbingiland Clearing 20.00 GO0, 00

s sphat GradingExc avation 20,00 [N} [N T
Drainage/UMiltiesiSub- Grade 20.00 250,00 250,00
Paviric 20,00 F00.00

Mitigation Options

On-road Fleet Emissions M itigation

20T and Mewer On-road Yehiclas Fleet

Off-road Equipment Emissions Mitigation

Tier 4 Equipment

Wl all aff-road equiprent be tier 47

All Tier 4 Equipment

Flease nate that the soil type instructions provided in cells E18 to
E20 are specific to Sacramento Courty. Maps available from the
California Geologic Survey (seeweblink helowh can he uzed to
determine =oil type autside Sacramento County.

bt pirvwaniy. © ohSery ation. o8, govicgslinformmationd geolodic mapping/Fa
nesioog lemaps. aspey egionalseries

Select"2010 and Mewer Or-road Yehicles Fleet' option when the on-road heawe-duty truck fleet for the project will be lirrited towehicles of model year 2010 or newer
Select"20% MO and 45% Exhaust PM reduction” option if the project will be required to use alower emiting off-road construction fleet. The SMA QMWD Construction Mitigation Calculator can
he used to corfirm compliance with this mitigation measure (htto: i airguality. orgfBusinessesiCE QA-Land- Use-FPlanningfh itigation).
Select"Tier 4 Equiprent’ option if some or all off-road equipment used for the project meets CARB Tier 4 Standard

The Termaning Sechions o7 1his sheet contain areas hat require modiication when Tother Project Type' 1s selected.




Mote: The program's estimates of construction period phase length can be overridden in cells DA0through D453, and FA0 through F&3.

Program Program
Uszer Override of Calculzated Uger Override of Default
Construction Periods Construction Manths Maonths FPhasze Starting Date Phase Starting Date
Grubbing'Land Clearing 1.00 1.40 4 &2 003 1002023
Girading/Exe v ation 500 5.6l et It ape] A
Dirainage_tilitizsf Suk- Grade 5.00 4.80 41 A2 024 L TEE]
Pawing 1.00 210 O 11202 T ]
Totals (Months) 13
Please note: vou have entered a diferent number of morths thanthe project lenath shion in cell D16,
Mote: Soil Hadling ermission default values can be averridden in cells DE1 through DE4, and FE1 through FE4.
Soil Hauling Emissions Uzer Override of Program Estimate of Uszer Override of Truck Default Values Calculated
User Input Miles/R ound Trip Miles/R ound Trip Found Trips/Day Found TripsTiay Dhaity WM T
Milesiround trip: Grubbingiland Clearing 15.00 10 150.00
Milesiround trip: Grading Bxcawation 128.00 77 U556 00
Milesiround trip: Drainage’ UtiltiestSub-Grade TI0.00 Tog Tob. 0]
Miles/round trip: Paving .00 0 .00
2010+ Model Y ear Mitigation Option Emission Rates ROG CO NO= P10 PMZ25 S50 coz2 CH4 N20 COZe
GrubbingLand Clearing (orarmsrilg) 003 0.40 25 011 0.05 oo 1,774,549 0.o0 027 1,795.36
Girading/Exe v ation {gramssmile) 003 0.40 288 011 0.08 n.oz2 1,714.5849 0.o0 nzr 1,795.36
Diraining’ L _ttiltiesiS ub-Grade {gramsmile) 003 0.4 30z 011 0.08 n.oz2 1,693,584 0.o0 nzr 1,772.92
Pavin? ggramsfmile‘.n 0.03 0.41 302 0.11 .05 0.02 159355 .00 027 1772az
rubhin il BANNG (LrAMSTri [N ] [IN] 444 100 [ANA] (U] [IN1] [IN] o 100
Grading/Exe awation {gramsetrig) non 0.oa 4.43 0.00 0.00 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 n.on 0.00
Drraining’ | filtiestS ub-Grade (gramstrip) non 0.oa 4.44 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 o.oa 0.00
Paving {gramstrig 0.0o 0.oa 4.44 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.oo 0.0o0
Hauling Emissions ROG CO NOx PM10 PM25 S0 CozZ CH4 N20 COZe
Pounds per day - GrubbingfLand Clearing 0.01 013 1.08 0.04 0.0z 0.1 aH7. 14 0.00 0.0y a93.71
Tons per const. Period - Grubbingiland Clearing n.on 0.o0 oo 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 524 0.o0 n.on G.53
Pounds per day - Grading'Esxe s ation 063 8.74 5. 56 242 1.05 0.35 3726463 0.03 586 3901089
Tons per const. Period - GradingExc s ation 003 0.4a 361 013 0.06 n.oz2 2049545 0.o0 naz 214560
Pounds per day - CirainagelUtilti es/Sul- Grade 1.21 1676 126,39 4.58 2.00 .66 B9520.53 0.06 1093 72778.38
Tons per const. Period - Crainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade n.os 111 828 0.30 013 0.04 4888, 36 0.00 072 4,803.37
Pounds per day - Paving non 0.oa 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 n.on 0.00
Taons per const. Period - Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Totaltons per construction project 0.11 1.54 11.89 .44 0.149 (.06 GE44.15 0.01 1.04 6,855 50
Mote: Asphatt Hauling emission default values can be averridden in cells D91 through D94, and F91 through Fa4.
Asphatt Hauling Emissions User Override of Frogram Estimate of User Override of Truck Derault Values Calculated
User Input Iiles/Found Trip Iiles/Found Trip Found Trip s Dary Found TripsDay Doaily Vil T
Milesiround trip: Grubbing'Land Clearing .00 i] 30 .00
tflesfround trip: Grading Excavation A0.00 Al 3R00.00
Milesiround trip: Drainage’UtiltiestSub-Grade 20.00 25 A00.00
ilesiround trig; Paving G000 30 12800.00
2010+ Model Year Mitigation Option Emission Rates ROG CO NOx P10 PMZ25 SOx coZ2 CH4 H20 CO2e|
GrubbingLand Clearing (orarmsrilg) 003 0.40 25 011 0.05 oo 1,774,549 0.o0 027 1,795.36
Girading/Exe v ation {gramssmile) 003 0.40 288 011 0.08 n.oz2 1,714,549 0.o0 nzr 1,795.36
Diraining’ L _ttiltiesiS ub-Grade {gramsmile) 003 0.4 30z 011 0.08 n.oz2 1,693,584 0.o0 nzr 1,772.92
Prawving (orarmsimiled 003 0.4 302 011 0.05 0.0z 169385 000 027 1772a;2
Grubbing'Land Clearing {arams/trip 0.0o 0.oo 4.43 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.oo 0.0
Grading/Exe aw ation {gramsstrig) 0.0o 0.oa 4.43 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.oo 0.0o0
Drraining’ | tilties!S ub-Grade {gramsrtrin) 0.00 0.0a 4.44 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.0o0
Paving (grarmsrtrim n.on 0.o0 444 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 n.on 0.o0
Emissions ROG CO NOx P10 PM2.5 SOx coZ2 CH4 H20 CO2e|
Founds per day - GrubbingfLand Clearing oo 0.oo 0o 0.on 0.o0 0.on 0.o0 0.o0 o.oo 0.on
Taons per const. Period - GrubhingiLand Clearing n.on 0.o0 0.on 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 0.o0 n.on 0.o0
Pounds per day - Grading'Excaw ation 023 3.2 2476 0.88 0.38 013 1361127 0.m 214 14,2491
Tons per const. Period - GradingfExc av ation 001 0.1a 1.33 0.05 0.0z 0o 748,62 0.o0 01z TE3.70
Pounds per day - Drainage/ il es’Sub- Grade no3 0.4a 358 012 0.08 0oz 1,866.82 0.o0 024 1,854 3
Tons per const. Period - Drainaoe/Utilities'Subr Grade 0.oo 0.03 024 0.m 0.00 .00 123241 0.00 ooz 128.98
Pounds per day - Paving 01z 1.62 1228 0.44 014 0.06 672057 0. 1.06 7.035.40
Tans per const. Period - Paving 0.0o 0.0z 014 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 7393 0.00 0. 7738
Totaltons per construction project 0.02 0.2z 1.71 [.05 0.03 0.01 445,76 .00 015 4a0.08
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lote: vy orker commute default values can be overridden in cells D121 through D1 26.

Worker Commute Emissions

|ger Override of YW orker

User Input Cornrute Default ' alues Defaut * alues
tdilesi one-way trip 45 Calculated Calculated
One-way tripsiday an Daily Trips Daiby WM T
Mo, of employees: Grubhing/Land Clearing jedi] [&aT] 72 000,00
Mo, of employ ees; Grading/Excavation 2l [[u]0] 2 DU, O
Mo, of employees; Drainage/UiltiesrSub- Grade 20 GO0 72 000,00
Mo, of employees; Paving 20 GO0 72 000, 00
Emission Rates ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 S0 C02 CH4 N20O CO2e
Grubbing'Land Clearing {gramsimile) 002 0.91 0.07 0.05 0.0z 0.00 317 66 0.00 0o 319,68
Grading/Excav ation {grams/mile) ooz 0.91 n.o7 0.05 0.0z 0.00 31766 0.00 0o 319,68
Drraining’ UtiltiesrSub-Grade {grams/mile) 001 0.54 0.06 0.05 0.0z 0.00 306,70 0.00 0o 308,54
Faving (oramssmile) 0.01 .54 [. 05 0.05 0.0z2 .00 306 70 0. 00 (.01 308,54
Grubbing Land Clearing (aramsrip) 104 i (] 0o 0.oo [AN] b 26 ooy IR V4.8l
Grading!Excaw ation (grarmait rip) 1.04 275 029 0.00 0.00 0.00 fB. 26 007 003 79.50
Drraining’ Utilties!Sub- Grade (grars/trip) 0598 2.66 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 f5.99 007 003 7661
Paving {gramstrig) 0498 2,66 027 0.0o 0.00 0.00 5,99 0.0y 003 7661
Emissions ROG CO NOx PRI10 PM25 S0 Co2 CH4 N20 COZe
Founds per day - Grubhing/Land Clearing 612 154,57 12.85 7.36 3.08 0.50 A0,663.80 084 114 51,024,457
Tons per const. Period - Grubhing'Land Clearing ooy 1.70 014 0.08 0.03 0.0 A487.30 0.m 0o a61.27
Pounds per day - Grading/Excavation 612 154 .57 12.55 7.36 3.05 0.50 50,663.80 084 114 51,024 57
Tons per const. Period - GradingExcav ation 034 8.50 0.69 0.40 017 0.03 2,786,591 0.05 006 2,806.35
Paounds per day - Drainage/Utilities’Sub- Grade 559 142,50 10.98 7.34 3.04 0.48 48,916.19 0.76 1.04 4924570
Tons per const. Period - Drainage/Utilities’Sul-Grade 037 9.41 nvz2 0.48 0.zo 0.0z 3,228.47 0.05 ooy 3,250.22
Pounds per day - Paving 559 142,50 10.98 7.34 3.04 0.48 48,916.19 0.76 1.04 4924570
Tons per const. Period - Paving 006 1.7 012 0.08 0.03 0o 538.08 0o oo 541.70
Totaltons per construction project 083 2117 1.67 1.05 0.44 0.07 7 110,36 .11 016 7 159.54
Iote; Water Truck default valles can be overridden in cells O 53 through D156, 1153 through 1158, and F153 through F156.
Water Truck Emissions | Jser Owertide of Pragramm Estimate of Idser Owerriche of Truck Default Values Caledlsted Lser Cverrida of Default Values Calculated
User Input Default # Water Trucks Iumber of Wy ater Trucks Round Tripsty ehicleiDay Round Tripshy ehiclerDay Tripsiday MilesiRound Trip Miles/Round Trip Daily WiT
Grubbing’Land Clearing - Exhaust 1 10.00 16.00 140,00
GradingfExcawation - Exhaust 1 10.00 16.00 140,00
Dirainagel tilitiesd Subgrade 1 10.00 15.00 150,00
Paving 0 0.00 0.00 0.00
2010+ Model ¥ear Mitigation Option Emission Rates ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 S0 C02 CH4 N20O CO2e
Grubbing'Land Clearing {gramsimile) 0.03 0.40 2.58 0.1 0.0& 0.0z 1,714,499 0.00 027 1,7595.36
Grading/Excaw ation (gramsimile) 003 0.40 258 0.1 0.05 n.oz 1,714.99 0.00 027 1,795.36
Drraining UtilitiesrS ub-Grade (gramelrile) 003 0.41 3.02 011 0.05 n.oz 1,6593.55 0.00 027 1,772.92
Faving (oramsimile) 103 .41 302 .11 [1.05 1.2 1.653.55 .00 .27 1.772.92
Grubbing Land Clearing (aramsirip) ] 0.oo 443 0o 0.oo (] 0.og 0,00 oo 000
Grading/Excaw ation (gramaitrip) n.oo 0.00 4.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 p.oo 0.00
Diraining’ Utilities/Sub- Grade (grans/trip) n.oo 0.00 4.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 p.oo 0.00
Paving (aramsstrig) ] 0.0 444 0.oa 0.0a 0.00 0.00 0.00 p.oo 0.00
Emissions ROG CO NOx PRI10 PM25 S0 Co2 CH4 N20 COZe
Founds per day - Grubhing/Land Clearing 0o 013 1.08 0.04 0.0z 0.0 A6T. 14 0.00 009 a93.71
Tons per const. Period - Grubhing'Land Clearing nao 0.00 0.m 0.00 0.0a 0.00 6.24 0.00 Qoo 6.53
Pounds per day - Grading/Excavation 0o 013 1.08 0.04 n.oz 0.0 A6T. 14 0.00 009 593.71
Tons per const. Period - GradingExcav ation oo 0.m 0.06 0.0o0 Q.00 Q.00 .19 0.00 Qoo 32.65
Founds per dav - DrainaoefUtiltiestSub- Grade 0o 013 1.10 0.04 0.0z 0.m A60.05 0.00 009 586.249
Tons per const. Period - DrainaoetilitiestSub-Grade noo o.m n.or 0.00 0.00 0.00 36,96 0.00 0m 3870
Founds per day - Paving 0o 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
Tons per const. Period - Paving n.ao 0.00 0.aa 0.00 0.0a 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Totaltons per construction project 0.00 0.0z 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 7439 0.00 0.01 77.88
ote; Fugitive dust default values can be orerridden in cells D183 through D185,

Fugitive Dust L lser O\re_rrideuf [LE™ ] Defaul P10 PMl1D Phi2a F'M?'_.S

Acreaie DisturbedTsy I i A c re el D ay pou dsfd sy tan = per period poundss day tan s per period

Fugitive Dust - GrubbingfLand Clearing 10490 108.00 1.20 2267 0.25
Fugitive Dust- Grading/Excavation 10.90 109.00 B.00 2267 1.25
Funitive Dust- Drainage/UtiltiestSuborade 10.90 10900 719 2267 1.50




O -Hoad CQUIPMENt EMissions
Default Mitigation Optian
Grubbing/Land Clearing Murber of Wehicles Creertide of Default ROG co [y P10 PMZ5 S co2 CH4 M20 Ccoze]
Default Equipment Tier (applicable only

COwverride of Default Mumber of Wehicles Frogramastimato awhien “Tier 4 Mitigation” Option Selected Eouip ment Tier Type nuundsfd% nuundsfd% poungd sfdﬁ% nuundsfdﬁ gounds.fd% goundsfd% goundsfd% poundsh d?é ol nsd d% poundsd d%

. Tier Aerial Lins X X 1) X . . . . . .
1.00 Tiet 4 Alr Compressars 010 244 0zo 0.0 0.01 0.00 37826 noz 0.0 37667
100 Jier 4 Bore/Dril Rigs 117 20027 234 012 0.11 0.04 3661.62 118 0.03 370118
4.00 e 4 Cerment and Martar Mixers 011 213 1.89 011 010 0.0 202,07 noz 0.o0 203.09
0.00 Tiet 4 Concreterindu strial Sames 0.ao 0.ao non n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 n.on 0.0 0.o0
200 Jier 4 Cranes 0.35 6.14 071 0.04 0.03 0.m 1,117.64 036 0.m 1,129.69
oo E Crawder Tractors 0.ao 0.ao non n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 n.on 0.0 0.o0
0.00 Tiet 4 Crushing'Proc. Equiprment 0.ao 0.ao non n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 n.on 0.0 0.o0
200 Jier 4 Excavators 0.32 7.84 064 003 0.03 0.m 1,000.21 03z 0.m 1,010.99
1.00 E Forklifts 0.05 1.16 nog n.oo 0.00 0.00 148.03 noa 0.0 144963
4.00 Tiet 4 Generator Sets 0.66 16.23 1.32 n.ov 0.06 0.03 249214 011 0.0z 2,500.47
200 Jier 4 Graders 0.4 703 0s1 0.04 0.04 0.m 1,281.1 041 0.m 1,295.52
4.00 E Off-Highway Tractors 0.58 14.24 114 0.06 0.05 0.02 1,820.61 0549 0.0z 1,840.23
4.00 Tiet 4 Off-Highway Trucks 1.61 28.02 323 016 015 0.05 5119.56 1.66 0.05 517467
100 Jier 4 Other Construction Equipment 0.76 18.86 153 n.os 0.07 0.0z 2,393.08 077 0.0z 2,418.89
4.00 E Other General Industrial Equiprr 0.32 7.8 063 n.o3 0.03 0.m 99207 03z 0.m 1,002.78
4.00 Tier 4 Other Material Handling Egquiprm 0.7 17.54 1.42 n.ov 0.07 0.0z 2238M n7z 0.0z 2,262.84
i) Jier 4 Pavers 014 3.46 0z9 0.0 0.0 0.00 465,22 014 0.a0 460.13
1] E Paving Equipment 013 310 0za 0.0 0.0 0.00 394 47 013 0.0 398.72
0o Tier 4 Plate Cormpactors 0.0z 0.36 03z ooz 0.0z 0.00 34.48 n.on 0.0 34.65
1.00 Jier 4 Pressure YWashers 0.0z 0.34 037 0.0z 0.0z 0.00 39.09 n.on 0.a0 38.28
a.00 E Pumps 0.a2 20.28 1.64 n.os 0.08 0.03 311518 014 0.0z 3,1258.72
1.00 Tier 4 Rollers 0.0 1.98 016 0.0 0.0 0.00 25411 nos 0.0 286.85
0.00 Jier 4 Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.ao 0.ao non 0.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 n.on 0.0 0.00
a.00 E Rubber Tired Dozers 1.3 22.65 261 013 012 0.04 413501 1.34 0.04 4,179.54
2.00 Tier 4 Rubber Tired Loaders 1.54 26.91 309 015 014 0.05 484449 157 0.04 4, 896.81
200 Jier 4 Scrapers 0.93 16.16 1.86 0.09 0.09 0.03 2,940 26 0gs 0.03 2,971.94
200 E Signal Boards 0.05 1.04 ns2 0.0s 0.05 0.00 98.63 0.o1 0.0 59.13
1.00 Tier 4 Skid Steer Loaders 0.0 1.57 1.41 0.0 0.0 0.00 200,45 006 0.0 202.65
200 Jier 4 Surfacing Equipment 0.42 724 083 0.04 0.04 0.m 1,309.11 04z 0.m 1,323.24
1.00 E SweepersiScrubbers 010 1.92 173 0.0 0.0 0.00 246,18 noa 0.0 248.83
4.00 Tier 4 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.38 9.37 076 0.04 0.03 0.0 1,206.31 034 0.m 1,218.29
1.00 Jisr 4 Trenchers 0.10 2.55 021 0.0 0.0 0.00 32720 011 0.a0 330.72
1.00 Tier 4 ' elders 0.07 1.40 1.21 0.01 0.01 0.00 207.48 002 0.00 208.56
User-Defined Off-road Equipment If nork default wehicles are used, please provide information in 'ton-default Off-road Equiprment’ tab ROG co MO PM10 PM25 S0y coz2 CH4 M20 CoZe
MHumber of ¥ehicles E quipment Tier Type poundsiday poundsiday pound siday poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsfday  poundsfday  pound siday pounds! day poundsd day
0.00 MIA 0 0.ao 0.ao non 0.oo 0.00 0.o0 0o n.on 0.ao0 0.o0
0.00 VA 0 0.ao 0.ao non 0.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 non 0.a0 0.o0
.00 A 0 0.ao 0.ao non n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 n.on 0.0 0.o0
0.00 VA 0 0.ao 0.ao non n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 n.on 0.0 0.o0
0.00 VA 0 0.ao 0.ao non 0.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 non 0.a0 0.o0
.00 A 0 0.ao 0.ao non n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.0 n.on 0.0 0.o0
0.00 VA 0 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GrubbingfLand Clearing pounds per day 13.32 270.14 3365 1.81 1.39 0.44 4265036 120 0.38 43,062 .67
GrubhingdLand Clearing tons per phase 0.15 2.97 0.37 0.02 0.02 0.00 469.15 013 0.00 473.69
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Default

Mitigation Option

GradingE ®cavation Mumber of Wehicles Crvertide of Default ROG co [ P10 FrMZ5 51054 02 CH4 20 C0Ze)
Default Equipment Tier {applicable only
Oy erride of Default Mumber of Y ehicles Frogratrrestimate ywhen "Tier 4 Mitigation® Option Selected) Equiprment Tier Type poundsiday poundsiday pound siday poundsidey  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday pounds day pounds day |
[ Tier 4 A erial Lifts ) 0.00 .00 0.oo .an [I] 0.00 ) 0.00 0.00
1.00 er 4 Air Compressors 010 244 nzo 0.0 0.m 0.00 375.26 0.0z 0.00 376.67
4.00 Tier 4 Bore/Drill Rigs 147 2027 234 012 0.1 0.04 3.661.62 118 0.03 3,701.15
4.00 Tier Cerent and Mortar Mixers 011 213 1.89 011 010 0.00 20207 n.oz2 0.00 203.09
.00 . Coneretefindustrial Saws 0.00 0.0 noo n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.00 Tier 4 Cranes 035 614 071 n.o4 0.03 0.m 1,117.64 0.36 0.m 1,129.69
.00 Jier 4 Crawder Tractors 0.00 0.o0 noo 0.oo 0.00 0.00 n.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
.00 ier 4 Crushing'Proc. Equipment 0.00 0.0 noo n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.00 Tier 4 Excavators 03z 7.84 064 no3 0.03 0.m 1,000.21 0.32 0.m 1,010.99
1.00 Tier 4 Forklits n.os 1.16 nng n.oo 0.00 0.00 148.03 0.05 0.00 149.63
4.00 Er Generator Sets 0.66 16.23 1.32 o7 0.06 0.03 2,492.14 0.11 0.0z 2,500.47
2.00 Tier 4 Graders 0.41 7.03 0.81 n.o4 0.04 0.m 1,281.71 0.41 0.m 1,295.52
4.00 Tier 4 Off-Highway Tractors 0.58 14.24 115 0.06 0.05 0.0z 1,820.61 0.59 0.0z 1,840.23
4.00 er 4 Off-Highwray Trucks 1.61 28.02 323 016 015 0.05 5,119.56 1.66 0.05 517467
4.00 Tier 4 Other Construction Equipment 076 18.86 153 nos 0.o7 0.0z 2,393.05 077 0.0z 2,418.89
400 Tier 4 Other General Industrial Eguipre 0.3z 7.8 063 003 0.03 0.0 592.07 0.32 0.0 1,002.78
4.00 Er 4 Other M aterial Handling Ecuipm 07 17.54 1.42 o7 n.o7 0.2 22387 072 0.2 2,262.84
1.00 Tier 4 Pavers 014 3.56 029 0.01 0.m 0.00 455,22 015 0.00 460.13
1.00 Tier 4 Pawing Equiprnent 013 310 025 0.01 0.m 0.00 394.47 013 0.00 398.72
1.00 Tier 4 Plate Compactors noz2 0.36 03z noz 0.2 0.00 34.48 0.00 0.00 34.65
1.00 Tier 4 Pressure W ashers noz2 034 037 noz 0.2 0.00 39.09 0.00 0.00 39.28
5.00 Jier Purmps ns2 20.28 1.64 nos 0.08 0.03 3,115.18 014 0.2 3,125.72
1.00 et 4 Rollers n.os 1.898 0186 0.0 0.m 0.00 254.11 n.og 0.00 256.85
0.00 Tier 4 Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.00 0.0 noo n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5.00 Tier 4 Rubber Tired Cozers 1.3 2265 261 013 012 0.04 4,135.0 1.34 0.04 4,179.54
] Er Rubber Tired Loaders 1.54 26.81 309 015 014 0.05 4,544.49 157 0.04 4,896.81
2.00 Tier 4 Scrapers 0.93 16.16 1.88 nog 0.09 0.03 2,940.26 0.85 0.03 2,971.94
2.00 Tier 4 Signal Boards 005 1.04 a2 nos 0.05 0.00 98.63 0.01 0.00 59.13
1.00 er 4 Skid Steer Loaders n.og 1.87 1.41 0.0 0.m 0.o0 200.49 0.06 0.o0 202.65
200 Tier 4 Surfacing Equipment 0.42 7.24 083 004 0.04 0.m 1,308.11 0.4z 0.m 1,423.24
1.00 Tier 4 SweeepersiSoribbers 010 1.92 173 0.01 0.0 0.00 246.18 n.0g 0.00 248.83
4.00 Er 4 Tractors/LoadersiBackhoes 038 9.37 07e n.o4 0.03 0.m 1,208.31 0.39 0.m 1,219.29
1.00 Tier 4 Trenchers 010 285 021 0.0 0.m 0.00 327.20 0.11 0.00 330.72
1.00 Tier 4 iy elders 0.07 1.50 1.21 .01 .01 0.00 207.48 0.02 0.00 203 .56
User-Defined Off-road Equipment If nor-default vehicles are used, please provide infommation in ' Mor-default Off-road Equiprment’ tab ROG co [ P10 FrMZ5 51054 02 CH4 20 C0Ze)
Murnber of Yehicles E quiprrent Tier Type poundssd sy podndssd poundsd oL s/ 0L s o oun dsfd oL dsfd oL s/ poUnidss o podnds o
) [ - 0 0 D.'&E D.HH&H_%H - ) - ) D.ﬂ o,
0.00 A i 0.00 0.0 noo n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 A i] 0.00 0.00 noo 0.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
.00 A a 0.0o0 000 noo n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 A ] 000 0.oo noo 0.oo 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.00 0.o0 0.00
0.00 A 1] 0.00 0.o0 n.oo 0.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
.00 A 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GradingExcavation pounds per day 13.32 270,14 3365 1.51 1.39 0.44  42650.36 12.01 0.38 43,062.67
Gradin gEsxcavation tons per phase 073 14. 86 1.85 008 0.08 0.02 2345.77 .56 0.02 2 368.45




Drefault

Mitig ation O ption

DrainageUtilities/Subgrade Murrber of Yehicles Override of Default ROG cO e FM10 P25 S0 Coz2 CH4 N20 CiO2g
Default Equipmment Tier (applicable anly
Oy erride of Defadlt Murmber of Y ehicles Prograrrestiate when "Tier 4 M tigation” Option Select ed Ecjuiprment Tier poundsd ay poun dsid sy pound sfday poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday poundsd day poundsd day
0.00 Tigr 4 (Aerial Lifts 0.00 0.00 0.0o 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 oo 0.00 0.00
1.00 Tier 4 Air Compressars 010 2.44 0.20 0.01 0.0 0.00 375.26 nnz 0.00 376.63
4.00 Tier 4 Bore/Drill Rigs 117 2037 234 012 RN 0.04 366946 119 0.03 3,709.05
400 Jier 4 Cernent and M ortar Mixers 0.11 213 1.89 011 IR 0.00 20207 nnz 0.00 203.09
] IEr 4 ConcretefIndustrial Saws 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
200 Tier 4 Cranes 0.35 6.14 0.71 004 0.03 0.0 1,117.62 036 0.0 1,129.66
.00 Tier 4 Crander Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
n.og er d Crushing'Proc. Equiprment 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
200 Tier 4 Excavators 032 7.84 0.64 003 0.03 0.0 1,000.53 03z 0.0 1,011.32
1.00 Tier 4 Farklifts 0.05 116 0.0a 0.00 0.00 0.00 148.03 o5 0.00 14863
4.00 er 4 Generatar Sets 0.66 16.23 1.32 0.7 0.06 0.03 249214 010 0.0z 2,500.25
200 Tier 4 Graders 0.41 7.03 0.81 0.04 0.04 0.0 1,281.02 0.41 0.0 1,294.82
400 Tier 4 Off-Highweay Tractors 0.58 14.24 114 0.06 0.05 0.0z 1,821.00 029 0.0z 1,840.62
4.00 er Off-Highway Trucks 1.61 28.02 323 016 014 0.05 5121.4 168 0.05 5,176.54
4.00 Tier 4 Other Construction Equipment 076 18.86 153 0.0s 0.07 n.02 2,392.98 vy n.02 2,418.82
400 Jier 4 Other General Industrial Equiprr 032 7.91 0.63 003 0.03 0.0 99207 03z 0.0 1,002.78
4.00 Ier 4 Other M aterial Handling Eguipm 0.7 17.54 142 007 0.07 0.0z 223871 vz 0.0z 2,762.84
.00 Tier 4 Pavers 014 3.56 0.29 0.01 0.0 0.00 455,16 015 0.00 460.07
00 Tier 4 Pawing Equipment 013 310 0.25 0.01 0.0 0.00 394.47 013 0.00 398.72
] er d Plate Compactors 0.0z 0.36 0.32 00z 0.0z 0.00 34.43 noo 0.00 34.69
.00 Tier 4 Pressure Washers 0.0z 0.34 0.37 00z 0.0z 0.00 39.09 noo 0.00 39.28
5.00 Tier 4 Purmps 0.82 20,28 1.64 0.0s 0.08 0.03 311518 014 0.0z 3,125.58
1.00 er 4 Rollers 0.0s 1.98 016 0.0 0.01 0.00 25415 nos 0.00 256,88
0.0o Tier 4 Rough Terrain Forklits n.ao 0.00 0.00 n.0oo 0.00 0.00 000 noo 0.00 0.00
a.00 Tier 4 Rukber Tired Dozers 1.3 22,648 261 013 012 0.04 41349 1.34 0.04 4179.44
200 et Rubber Tired Load ers 1.54 26.81 3.09 015 0.14 0.05 484412 1.57 0.04 4,896.41
200 Tiar 4 Scrapers 0.a3 16.16 1.86 009 0.09 0.03 2833.20 0es 0.03 2,969.87
200 Jier 4 Signal Boards 0.0s5 1.04 n.az 0.0s 0.05 0.00 98.63 0.0 0.00 99.13
1.00 Ier 4 Skid Steer Loaders 0.08 1.687 1.41 0.01 0.0 0.00 200.57 006 0.00 20273
200 Tier 4 Surfacing Eguipment 042 724 0.83 004 0.04 0.0 1,308.77 042 0.0 1,322.89
1.00 Tier 4 SweepersiScrubbers 010 1.92 173 0.01 0.0 0.00 246.18 nos 0.00 248.83
4.00 er TractorsfLoadersiBackhoes 0.38 9.37 0.76 004 0.03 0.0 1,207.07 039 0.0 1,220.05
1.00 Tier 4 Trenchers 010 2.55 0.21 0.01 0.0 0.00 327.16 011 0.00 330.68
1.00 Tier 4 W elders 0.07 1.50 1.21 0.01 0.01 0.00 207.48 0.0z 0.00 208.52
User-Defined Off-road Equipment If nor-default vehicles are used, please provide information in 'Moredefault Off-road Equiprrent tab ROG cO e FM10 P25 S0 Coz2 CH4 N20 CiO2g
Murmber of Wehicles Equipment Tier Type poundsid poundsid pounds/d oundsid pounds! d poundsid poundsid poundsiday pounds! d pounds! d
.00 MIA ] TE'E TS’E DH TS’E TS’E TS’E o0 TS’E TS’E‘
0.00 TiA 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
.00 TIA 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
.00 RIED 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
0.00 I 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
.00 i 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 noo 0.00 0.00
.00 I 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
DrainagefUtilties/Sub-Grade pounds per day 13.32 27014 3365 1.51 1.34 0.44 4265787 11.99 0.38 43,068.81
Drainageftilities/Sub-Grade tons per phase 088 17.83 2.22 010 0.04 0.03 2815.42 079 0.02 2,842.61

107 |



Drefautt Mitigation Option I
Paving Murrber of Yehicles Crverride of Default ROG Co M PM10 PM2.5 S0k co2 CH4 N2 0 CO2g
Default Equipmert Tier (applicable anly

Crverride of Default Murmber of ¥ ehicles Program-estimate when "Tier 4 Mitigation” Option Selected) Equiprrent Tier Type poundsiday poundsid sy poundsiday poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsfday  poundsiday  poundsiday poundss day poundss day
0.00 Jier 4 Aerial Lifts 0o 0o 0.00 0.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.00
1.00 e 4 Air Compressors 010 244 0.20 0.01 0.0 0.00 375.26 0oz 0.00 376.63
0.00 Tier 4 BoredDrill Rigs 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tier d Cement and b ortar Mixers 0o 0o 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.oo 0.00 0.00
00 ey 4 ConcretelIndustrial Saws 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tier 4 Cranes 0o 0o 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tier 4 Crawnder Tractors n.an oo 0.0 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 ot 4 Crushing' Proc. Equiprnert 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tiet 4 Excav stars 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
1.00 Jier 4 Farklifts 0.0s5 1.16 0.0a n.oa 0.00 0.00 148.03 0.os 0.00 149 63
4.00 e 4 Generatar Sets 0.66 16.23 1.32 n.o7 0.06 0.03 2,492.14 010 0.0z 2,800.25
2.00 Tier 4 Graders 041 T.03 0.1 004 0.04 0.01 1,281.02 0.41 0.m 1,294 .82
400 Tier d Off-Highweay Tractors 058 14.24 114 0.06 0.08 0.0z 1,821.00 0.59 0.02 1,840 62
4.00 er 4 Off-Highweay Trucks 1.61 2802 323 016 014 0.05 512141 1.66 0.05 5,176.54
4.00 Tier 4 Other Gaonstruction Equipment 0.76 18.96 153 n.os 0.07 0.02 2,392.98 077 0.02 2,418.82
400 Tier 4 Other General Industrial Equiprr 0.3z 781 063 003 0.03 0.01 59207 0.3z 0.m 1,002.78
4.00 of 4 Other Material Handling Eguiprn 0 17.54 142 n0.o7 0.07 0.0z 223871 072 0.02 2, 262.84
1.00 Tiet 4 Pavers 014 3.86 0.29 0.01 0.0 0.00 45516 015 0.00 460.07
00 Tiet 4 Pawing Eoguiprment 013 310 0.25 0.01 0.0 0.00 394,47 013 0.00 398.72
i er 4 Flate Compactors 0oz 0.36 0.3z 0oz 0.0z 0.00 34.48 n.oo 0.00 34,65
00 Tier 4 Fressure Washers 0oz 034 0.37 0oz 0.0z 0.00 39.09 n.oo 0.00 38.28
A00 Tier d Fumps 08z 2028 1.64 n.os 0.08 0.03 311518 014 0.0z 312568
1.00 er 4 Rallers 0.0s 1.98 016 0.01 0.0 0.00 25415 n.os 0.00 256,88
0.00 Tier 4 Rough Terrain Forklifts 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tier 4 Fubher Tired Dozers 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.00
[N] e 4 Rubber Tired Loaders 0.aon 0o 0.0 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tier 4 Scrapers 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
200 Tiet 4 Signal Boards 0.0s5 1.04 0.4z 0.0s 0.05 0.00 98.63 0.0 0.00 99.13
0.00 Tier 4 Skid Steer Loaders 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
2.00 Tier 4 Surfacing Equipment 042 724 083 004 0.04 0.01 1,308.77 042 0.m 1,322.89
1.00 Tier d SweepersiScrubbers 010 1.92 173 0.01 0.0 0.00 246,18 n.os 0.00 248.83
000 er 4 TractorsfLoadersfBackhoes 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tier 4 Trenchers 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 Tier 4 Wy elders 0.0a 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
User-Defined Off-road Equipment If nor-default vehicles are used, please provide information in'Moredefault Off-road Equiprment” tab ROG Co M FM10 P25 SO co2 CH4 N20 co2el
Murmnber of Y ehicles Equiprnent Tier Type poundsid pounds/day poundsid pounds/day  poundssd poundsid poundsid pounds/d pounds/ d poundss dary

.00 RI U TS’E o0 n.ﬁ% 000 TE'E TE'E TE'E n.ﬁ% TS’E .00

0.00 TS a 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00

[.00 15 a 0o 0o 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.oo 0.00 0.00

.00 a 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00

0.00 15 a 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00

0.00 I a 0o oo 0.00 n.oa 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.00

.0o 5 0 0.0a 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pawing pounds per day .96 15316 1691 n7a 0.72 0.24 2280871 5,66 0.20 23,008.99

Pawing tons per phase 0.0 1.68 0149 0.01 0.01 0.00 250.90 0.06 0.00 253.10

Total Emissions al Phases (tons per construction period) => 1.84 37.34 4163 021 0.149 [.05 580124 168 0.05 5 037 84




User O erride of Default Y alues User Cverride of Defadlt Values
Equipment Huorsepower Horsep ower Hoursiday Hourssday
Aerial Lifts B3 2
Alr Compressors Ta a
BoreCirill Rigs 221 a
Cerment and b ortar Mixers 4 2
Concretes | ndustrial Sawes a1 2
Cranes 231 a
Crawnder Tractors 2112 a
Crushing Proc. Ecquiprmert a5 a
Excawators 1458 a
Farklits a4 a
Generstor Sets a4 a
Graders 187 a
Cff-Higkmeay Tractors 124 2
Cfft-Highmeay Trucks 402 2
Other Construction Equipment 172 g
Other General Industrial Equiprment a8 g
Other M aterial Handling Eouiprment 168 g
Pavers 130 a
Faving Equipment 132 g
Flate Compactors a a
Fressure VWashers 13 2
Fumps a4 a
Follers al 2
Rouah Terrain Forklifts 100 a
Rubher Tired Dozers 247 a
Rubher Tired Loaders 203 a
Scrapers 67 a
Signal Boards ] a
Skid Steer Loaders i} a
Surfacing Equiprmert 263 2
SvreepersiSorubbers G4 2
TractorsfLoadersfBackhoes a7 a
Trenchers Ta a
W elders 44 a




Road Construction Emissions Model, Version 9.0.0

Daily Emission Estimates for -> MRL- Fhase 8 Totd Exhaust Fugitive Dust Totd Exhaust Fugitive Dust
Project Phases (Pounds) ROG (lbsiday) CO {Ihsiday) NOw (Ihs/day) P10 {Ihs/dayv) PM10 (Ihs/day) PM10 (Ihsidayv) PM2.5 (Ibsiday) PM2.5 (Ibsiday) PMZ S i{lbsiday) 50z (Ihs/day) C02 (Ihsiday) CHA4 (Ihsiday) N20 {Ihsiday) CO2e (hsiday)
Grubbing/Land Clearing 19.46 424 98 48 36 117.94 8.94 109.00 2715 447 2267 0.96 94 4458.43 12.85 1.69 95 274 67
Grading/E xcavation 20.31 436.85 137.10 121.20 12.20 109.00 28.56 589 2267 1.43 144 75719 12.89 9.60 147 240,96
DrainageAtilities/Sub-Grade 2016 42998 174.69 122,59 13.59 109.00 2917 550 2267 161 163,521 47 12.80 1273 167 534,43
Paving 12.67 297 28 4016 g57 8.57 0.00 SEE 3585 0.00 0.79 78 44547 B.42 2.30 79.290.20
Maximum {pounds/day) 39.77 861.83 214.86 239.15 2216 218.00 55.71 10.45 4534 2.39 241 96694 2574 1502 246,924 69
Total {tons/construction project) 280 60.35 2004 16.15 1.76 1439 384 0585 2.99 0.20 20 555.90 177 1.41 21,120.84
Motes: Project Start Year-» 2023
Project Length (months) -= 14
Total Project Area (acres) -» 13
Maximum Area Disturbed/Day (acres) -= 1
Water Truck Used? -» fes
Total Mi},i:ﬂg’}igﬁ;:’;?”"’””ed Daily WMT (milesiday)
Phase Soil Asphalt Soil Hauling Asphalt Hauling  Morker Comrmute Wiater Truck
Grubbingdand Clearing 200 600 150 0 72,000 180
Grading/Excav ation 1,530 1200 9856 3,600 72,000 180
Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 2644 500 18520 500 72,000 150
Paving 0 600 0 1,500 72,000 0
P10 and PM2.5 estimates assume 50% contral of fugitive dust from watering and associated dust contral measure s if a minimum number of water trucks are specified.
Total PM10 emissions shown in column F are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columns G and H. Total PM2 .5 emissions shown in Column | are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columns J and K
C02e emigsions are estimated by multiplying mass emissions for each GHG by its global warming potential (GYWP), 1,25 and 298 for CO2, CH4 and N20, respectively. Total CO2e isthen estimated by summing CO2e estimates over all GHGs.
Total Emission Estimates by Phase for - WRL- Fhiase 28 Tota Exhaust Fugitive Dust Tota Exhaust Fugitive Dust
;:::;L;u';';rzcem COZe. Metric tonnes for COZe) ROG {tonsiphase)  CO (tons/phase)  NOx (tonsiphase) PM10 (tonsphase) PMA10 (tonsiphase) PM10(tonsiphase) PM25 (tonsiphase) PM2.5 (tonsiphase) PM2.5(tonsiphase)  SO0x (tonsiphase)  COZ (tonsiphase) CH4(tons/phase)  N20 (tonsiphase)  COZe (MTiphase)
Grubbing/Land Clearing 0.21 467 0.53 130 0.10 1.20 030 005 0.25 0.01 103893 0.14 0.02 950.76
Grading/E xcavation 112 24.03 7.54 EET 0.67 6.00 157 032 1.25 0.08 7 961 B5 0.71 0.53 7,381 61
DrainageMtilities/Sub-Grade 1.33 28.38 1153 809 0.80 7.19 193 0.43 1.50 0.11 10 792.42 0.85 0.84 10037.08
Paving 0.14 3.27 0.44 0po4 0.09 0.00 004 004 0.00 0.01 862.90 0.07 0.03 751,25
Maximum {tons/phase) 1.33 28.38 1153 804 0.50 7.19 193 0.43 1.50 0.11 1079242 0.85 0.54 10 037.08
Total (tons/construction project) 280 50.35 2004 16.15 1.76 1439 384 055 2.89 0.20 20655.90 177 1.41 19,160.70

[PV 0 and PM2.5 estimates assume 50% control of fugitive dust from watering and associated dust control measures if a minimum number of water trucks are specified.
Total PM10 emissions shown in column F are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columns G and H. Total PW2.5 emissions shown in Column | are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columns J and kK

C02e ernissions are estimated by multiplying mass emissions for each GHG by its global warming potential (GWP), 1,25 and 298 for CO2, CH4 and M20, respectively. Total CO2e is then estimated by summing CO2e estimates over all GHGs.
The COZe emissions are reported as metric tons per phase.




'Road Construction Emissions Model YVersion 9.0.0

Data Entw qukShee_t . . _ . RACHAMENTO METEOROLITAN
Mate: Recuired data input sections have a vellow background, Tao hedin a new project, click this huttonto

Ciptional data input sections have a hlue hackground. Only areas with a clear data previousk entered. This hutton ﬂ
el oww o Blue background can be modified. Program defautts have & white background, will anly work if you opted not to disable _%‘
The uszer iz required to enter information in cells D10 through D24, E28 through G325, and D38 through D41 for all project tepes. macroswhen loading this spreadsheet. AR @QUALITY
Please use " Clear Data lnput & User Overrides” button first before changing the Project Type or bedina new project. MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Input Type

Froject Mame MHEL - Phase 3

Construction Start Year 2020 Erter a Y ear hetween 2014 and

2040 {inclusihe)

Project Type Ty Mew Road Construction : Praject to build a roadweay from bare ground, which generally requires more site preparation than widening an existing roadhsy
For 4 Other Linear Project Type, please provide project specific of- 4 7y Road Widening : Project to add a new lane to an existing roadway
road equiprment population and vehicle trip data 3 Bridge/verpass Construction © Project to build an elevated roadweay, which generally requires some different equipment than a new roadway, such a5 a crane

4y Other Linear Project Ty pe: Man-roadweay project such as a pipeling, transmission line, or levee construction

Project Construction Time 1400 months

W orking Days per Month 2200 days (assume 22 if unknoa)

Predominant Soil'Site Type: Enter 1, 2, or 3 1) Sand Gravel : Use for quaternary deposits (Detandiest County) Flease note ﬂ.m the soil type instructions prmﬂdeq in cells E18 to

{for project within"Sacramenta County”, follow sil type selection 1 2 Weathered Rock-Earth : Use for Laguna formation (Jackson Higkwesy ares) or the lone farmation (Scott Road, Rancho Murieta) EQ:_Jfare_ s%ecrqc 1'0 gacrame{rﬂu Cnuhr:'tfk':jﬂalﬂigwa"agle frur;;[he

instructions in cells E18 to E20 otherwise see instructions provided in ' ' d:tnla?r;%ae SE;IJ;Q'; D:'{;S"; Sii?gvr:enltr; Cl:?unt kan he used 1o

cells J18toJ2) 31 Blasted Rock : Use for Salt Sprinos Slate or Copper Hill v ol anics (Folsom South of Highwesy 50, Rancho Murieta 0 ¥

Froject Length 1.00 mile

Total Project Area 46,00 acres

M i Area DisturbedDay 4h.00 acres hitt prifvaiy, Conseny stion.c . gov/cgalinformation’ geolodic _mappingiPa
1 Yes gesfgooglernaps aspdrenional series

W ater Trucks Lsed? 1 2' MO

Material Hauling Quantity Input

M aterial Type Phase Haul Truck Capﬁrﬁ:‘;’]ﬁ (assume 20101 non valume v crday) Export Volurme fy oiday)

Grubbing/Land Clearing 20.00 (.00 1015.00
o GradinoEx gy ation 2000 R 433 00

Drainage/UtilitiesrSuk Grade 2000 Faf ] 10,00

Pavin Z0.00 000 1.1

Srubbing/Land Clearing 20.00 1013.00
5 sphat GradinwExcavation 200U Sl 1.

DirainanelUtilitiesiSub- Grade 20.00 a0.00 .00

P in 2000 1013.00 .00
Mitigation Options
On-road Fleet Ermissions M itigation 2010 and Mewer On-road Vehicles Fleet Select"2010 and Mewer On-road Yehicles Fleet' option when the on-road heswy-duty truck fleet for the project will be lirrited to vehicles of model year 2010 of newer
Oft-road Ecuintrent Ermissions Mitiaation ] ] Select"20% MO and 45% Exhaust PM reduction” option if the project will be required to use a lower emitting off-road construction fleet. The SwAGHM D Construction Mitigation Calculator can

Hulp g Tier 4 Equiprment he used ta carfirm compliance with this mitigation measure (http: Mananairgual ity orafBusinesses/CE QA-Land- Use-PlanningM tigation).
Select"Tier 4 Equipment” option if some or all off-road equipment used for the project meets CARB Tier 4 Standard

Wil all off-road equinment be tier 47 All Tier 4 Equiprment

TThe remmaining Seciions of NS SNeet Contain areas Mal TEHUTe moanICation When OTher TTOIECt TYDE 15 Seleded.



Mate: The program's estimastes of construction period phase lendgth can be averridden in cells Da0through D53, and FS0 through FA3.

Program Program
Llzer Owarride of Calculated | Jser Owerride of Drefault
Construction Penods Construction Months hlonths Phase Starting Date Phase Starting Date
Grubbing'Land Clearing 2.0 1.40 A1 A0 15112020
Grading/Exay ation ] 0.kl BT A0
Drainage/Utilitiess Sub-Grade f. 00 4.590 471 Ai2024 araranzo
Pawing 1.00 2.10 W1/2024 2112021
Totals (Months) 14
oter Soil Hauling errission default values can be overridden in cells DE1 through DE4, and FET through F B4,
Soil Hauling Emissions User Override of Fragram Estimate of User Override of Truck DefaultValues Calculated
User Input tilesiRound Trip tilesiRound Trip Found TripsDay Found Tripsay Ciaity WhT
M ilesiraund trip: Grubbinglland Clearing 10.00 72 a1 T20.00
Wilesiraund trip: Grading'Excavation 128.00 47 [} 1241600
Milesfraund trip: Drainages UtiltiesiSub-Grade T40.00 4 ] okl 00
tilesiraund trip: Paving 0.00 1] i} 0.00
2010+ Model Year Mitigation Option Emission Rates ROG CO NOx P10 PM25 SO Co2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Grubbing'Land Clearing {arams/mile) 0n3 0.40 2,598 011 0.0s5 0.0z 1,714.93 0.0o 0.27 1,795.36
Grading/Exeav ation {gramsmil ) IRIK] 0.40 2,93 0.1 0.05 0.0z 1,714,593 0.00 0.2y 1,795.36
Draining' UtiltiesrSub-Grade {grams/mile) 0n3 0.4 302 011 0.0s 0.0z 1,693,585 0.oo 027 1,772.82
P awing (gramsimile) .03 .41 302 .11 [1.05 .02 1 Fd3 55 [1.00 027 1 772.52
GrublingLand Clearing (aramsiiri) oo 0.ao 4. 44 0.oo u.oo u.oo .o U0 noo u.oo
Grading/Excay ation {gramsitrip) 0.oo 0.00 4.43 0.00 0.0o0 0.0o0 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.0o0
Draining UtiltiesrSub-Grade {gramsitripd 0.ao 0.00 4.44 0.00 0.00 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o0
Pawing {gramstrig 0.oo 0.00 4.44 0.00 0.0o0 0.0o0 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.0o0
Hauling Emissions ROG CO NOx P10 PM25 S0 Co2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Pounds per day - Grubhing/Land Clearing 0ns 0.64 544 018 0.0s 0.03 2725 0.oo 043 2,849 52
Tons per const. Period - GrubhingLand Clearing 0.ao 0.m 012 0.00 0.00 0.0o0 55,89 0.00 0.01 62.70
Pounds per day - Grading/Excavation nao 11.07 82,53 3.04 1.32 0.44 46,943,758 004 738 4914359
Tons per const. Period - GradingExcay ation 004 0.61 484 017 o.a7 0.0z 25319 0.0a 0.41 2,702.90
Pounds per day - DrainagefUtiltiestSub- Grade 0n4 0.50 37T 014 0.08 0.0z 2049084 0.oo 033 2,188.82
Tons per const. Period - Drainage/Util ties/Sub-Grade 0.00 0.03 0.25 0.01 0.00 0.00 138.00 n.ao 0.0z 144 .46
Pounds per day - Paving 0no 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o0 0.0o0 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.00
Tang per cangt. Periad - Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00
Tiotal tons per construction project .05 (1. 56 491 .18 0.0 0.03 2774970 (.00 (.44 2,910.05
Mate: Asphalt Hauling emission default values can be averridden in cells D91 thraugh D94, and F91 through Fa4,
Asphatt Hauling Emissions Llzer Cwrarride or Frograrm Estirmate of Llsar Crverrice af Truck Liefadlt v alues Caleuisted
User Input MilesfRound Trip MilesfRound Trip Found TripsiDay Found TripsiDay Doty WMT
W ilesiraund trip: Grubbinglland Clearing .00 72 51 .00
tilesiraund trip: Grading Bxcavation G000 3 3 150.00
tilesiraund trip: Drainagel LtilitiesiSub-Grade 20.00 3 3 G000
tilesfraund trip: Pawing G000 7 a1 432000
2010+ Model Year Mitigation Option Emission Rates ROG CO NOx P10 PM25 S0 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Grubbing'Land Clearing {arams/mile) 0n3 0.40 2,598 011 0.0s5 0.0z 1,714,893 0.0o 0.27 1,795.36
Grading/Exeav ation {gramsmil ) IRIK] 0.40 2,93 0.1 0.05 0.0z 1,714,593 0.00 0.2y 1,795.36
Draining' UtiltiesrSub-Grade {grams/mile) 0n3 0.4 302 011 0.0s 0.0z 1,693,585 0.oo 027 1,772.82
Paving (gramsimile) 0n3 0.4 .02 011 0.n0s 0.0z 1643 55 0.00 027 1,773 82
Grubbing'Land Clearing {gramsitrig) oo 0.00 443 0.00 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.oo 0.0o 0.00
Grading/Excay ation {gramsdtrip) 0.oo 0.00 4.43 0.00 0.0o0 0.0o0 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.0o0
Drainincy UtiltiesrSub-Grade {aramsitrind 0.ao 0.00 4.44 0.00 0.00 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o0
Pawing {gramstrig 0.oo 0.00 4.44 0.00 0.0o0 0.0o0 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.0o0
Emissions ROG CO NOx P10 PM25 S0 co2 CH4 N20 CO2e|
Pounds per day - GrubbingfLand Clearing 0.no 0.00 070 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.oo 0.00 0.00
Tons per const. Period - GrubhingLand Clearing 0.ao 0.00 0.0z 0.00 0.00 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o0
Pounds per day - Grading/Excavation 0o 016 1.4 0.04 0.0z 0.0 EE0. 56 0.oo 011 T12.46
Tons per const. Period - GradinogExcay ation 0.oo 0. 0.ar 0.0a 0.00 0.00 T 43 0.0a 0.01 39.19
Pounds per day - DrainagefUtiltiestSub- Grade oo 0.05 043 0.0 0.0 0.0o0 224.02 0.oo 004 23452
Tons per const. Period - Drainagef tilitiesiSub-Grade 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.79 0.00 n.oo 15.48
Pounds per day - Paving 028 3.89 29,49 1.06 0.46 015 16,129, 36 0.0 254 16,885.21
Tons per const. Period - Paving 0.oo 0.04 0.3z 0.0 0.01 0.0o0 177.42 0.o0 0.03 185.74
Total tons per construction project 0.00 0.06 0.43 0.02 0.01 0.00 228 64 0. 00 0.04 240.40




Mote: Warker commote default values can he averridden in cells D121 throogh D1 26,

Worker Comimute Emissions

User Crverride of YWorker

User Input Comimute Default Y alues Default W alues
Miles’ one-way trip 45 Calculated Calculated
Ore-weay tripsiday 20 Daily Trips Diaiby VT
Mo, of employ ees; Grubhing/land Clearing 20 1600 72 000.00
Mo, of employees; Grading’Excawation ] Tl 2 U0, 0o
Mo, of employees: Drainage/UtiltiesrSuk-Grade 20 1E00 72 000.00
Mo, of emplayees: Paving ] 1600 72 000,00
Emission Rates ROG CO NOx P10 PM25 SO CO2 CH4 N20 COZe
GrubbingLand Clearing {ararmsimile) 0.0z 0.91 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.00 317 66 0.00 001 319.68
GradingiExcav ation (grama/mile) 0oz 0. 007 0.0s5 0.02 0.00 317.66 0.00 0ol 319.68
Drraining' LKiltiestSub-Grade (gramsimile) 0.0 0.84 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.00 306.70 0.00 0.01 308.54
Paving (grams/mile) .01 (.84 (.06 .05 .02 .00 306.70 (100 .01 308.54
Grubbing Land Clearng (aramsitng) 1.04 200 [REE] u.oo u.oo u.oo b, 2k ooy (] 450
Grading/Excaw ation (gramsdtrip) 1.04 275 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 G326 n.o7 003 79.50
Drraining' URiltiesSub-Grade {gramsstrip) 0.498 2.66 0.7 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,99 o7 003 T6.61
Paving {gramsitrip) 0498 2.66 0.7 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,99 o7 003 TE.61
Emissions ROG CO NOx P10 PM2.5 SO C02 CH4 N20 COZe
Faunds per day - Grubbing/Land Clearing 6.12 154,87 12.85 7.36 3.08 0.50 A0,663. 80 0.84 114 A&1,024.57
Tons per const. Period - Grubbing'Land Clearing 013 340 0.z2a 0.16 0.ov 0.0 1,114,680 ooz 0oz 1,122,854
Pounds per day - Grading/Excavation B12 154 .57 12.85 7.36 3.08 0.50 50,663, 80 0.84 114 A&1,024.57
Tons per const. Period - Grading’Excawation 034 a.a0 069 0.40 017 0.03 2786451 .05 0.06 2 B06.35
Pounds per day - DrainagefUtiltiesSub- Grade 5.59 142.50 10.98 7.34 3.04 0.43 48,816.19 0.76 104 4924570
Tons per const. Period - Drainage/UtiltiesrSub-Grade 037 9,41 nrz 0.43 0.20 0.03 3,228.47 0.05 0.07 3,260.22
Paounds per day - Paving 5.59 142.50 10.98 7.34 3.04 0.438 48,816.19 0.76 104 4924570
Tons per const. Period - Paving 0.06 1.87 012 0.08 0.03 0.m 538.08 om 0o 541.70
Totaltons per construction project 0.90 22.87 1.81 1.13 0.47 0.03 7 G676 012 017 7 72081
Mate; Water Truck default walles can be averridden in cells 0153 through D156, 1153 thraugh 1156, and F153 through F156.
Water Truck Emissions User Override of Program Ectimate of Lser Owertide of Truck Default Walues Calculated User Overtide of Default Values Calculated
User Input Default # Water Trucks Mumber of Water Trucks Round Tripsty ehicle/Day Round Tripshyehicle/Day Tripsiday Miles/Round Trip MilessRound Trip Daiby WMT
Grubhing'Land Clearing - Exhaust 2 20,00 10,00 400,00
Grading/Excaw ation - Exhaust 2 20,00 10.00 400.00
DrainaelUttilities/ Suborade 2 20,00 10.00 400,00
Pawing 1 10.00 10.00 100,00
2010+ Model Y ear Mitigation Option Emission Rates ROG CO NOx P10 PM25 SO CO2 CH4 N20 COZe
GrubbingLand Clearing {grarmsimile) 003 0.40 2.98 0.11 0.05 0.02 1,714,949 0.00 07 1,795.36
GradingiExcav ation (grams/mile) 003 0.40 2.98 0.1 0.05 0.02 1,714.949 0.00 027 1,795.36
Drraining’ LKilties S ub-Grade (gramsimile) 0.03 0.4 302 0.11 0.05 0.02 1,6593.599 0.00 0.2y 1,772.92
Paving (grams/mile) 103 [1.41 302 .11 .05 .02 1,653,655 (100 0.7 1 77252
Grubbing Land Clearng (aramsitng) oo [ANN] 143 u.oo u.oo u.oo 0.oo .oo (0] u.oo
Grading/Excaw ation (gramsdtrip) 0.00 0.00 4.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00
Drraining' LRiltiestSub-Grade {(gramstrip) 0.0o 0.00 4.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paving (oramstrin non 0.aa 444 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00
Emissions ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 SO C02 CH4 N20 COZe
Faunds per day - Grubbing/Land Clearing 003 0.36 302 0.10 0.04 0.0 1,512,368 0.00 024 1,683.23
Tons per const. Period - Grubbing'land Clearing noa 0.m n.ar 0.0a 0.0a 0.0a 33T 000 oot 3483
Pounds per day - Grading/Excavation 003 0.36 302 0.10 0.04 0.m 1,512,368 0.00 024 1,683.23
Tons per const. Period - GradingExcawation Q.00 .oz 017 0.01 0.00 0.00 83.18 Q.00 0.01 ar.08
Founds per day - DrainagefUtilitiesSul- Grade 0.03 0.36 3.06 0.10 0.04 0.0 1,453, 46 0.00 023 1,663.45
Tons per const. Period - Drainage/UtiltiesrSub-Grade Q.00 0.0z 020 0.m 0.00 0.00 98,497 Q.00 0.0z 103.19
Paounds per day - Paving 0o 0.09 0.76 0.0z 0.m 0.00 373,36 0.00 0.06 390 .56
Tons per const. Period - Paving 0.00 0.00 0. 0.00 0.00 0.00 411 0.00 0.00 4.30
Totaltons per construction project 0.00 0.05 0.44 0.01 0.01 0.00 219.13 0.00 0.03 22940
Mote: Fugitive dust default values can be arerridden in cells D183 through D185,

Fugitive Dust ser Override of M . Cefault P10 F'Mlm PM24 PM2.5

Acreane Disturbed/ Dy I iU A reanes D ay o dsid s ton = per period oL s day ton = per period

Fugitive Dust - Grubhing/Land Clearing 40.00 400,00 8.80 83.20 1.83
Fugitive Dust - Grading/Excawation 40.00 400,00 22.00 83.20 4.58
[Fuogitive Dust- Drainage/UtiltiesiSubgrade 40.00 400.00 2640 03,20 549




O Road Cquipmert Emissions
Defautt Mitigation Cption
Grubbing/Land Clearing Murrher of Wehicles Owerride of Default ROG Co [ oS P10 P25 S0 coz2 CH4 M20 COZe]
Default Equiprment Tier (applicable only
Cverride of Default Mumber of ¥ ehicles Prograrmastimste wwhien "Tier 4 b itication” Cption Selectad) Equiprment Tier Type poundsiday poundsiday poundsic poundsic ounds'd oundsid oL dsf'd poundsiday pouhdss o pou s o

; — — — ST - e 5T g =TT B v R v R 11 5T =57
1.00 Tier 4 Air Compressors 010 2.44 0.20 0.01 0. 0.00 375.26 n.oz 0.00 376.67
4.00 Tier 4 Bore/Dril Rigs 117 2027 234 012 0.1 0.04 3.661.62 1.18 0.03 3,701.15
4.00 E Cerment and Mortar Mixers 0.1 213 1.89 0.11 010 0.00 20207 n.oz 0.00 203.08
1.00 Tier 4 ConcretelIndustrial Saws 016 386 0.31 n.oz 0. n.m 592 67 0.03 0.00 694,72
200 Tier Cranes 035 614 0.71 0.04 0.o3 0n.m 1,117.64 0.36 0.0 1,129.69
n.og Ter 4 Crawder Tractors 0.0o0 0.0o0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0a 0.0o0 n.oa 0.00 0.00
0.0o Tier 4 Crushing/Proc. Equiprment 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 n.oa 0.00 0.00
200 Jier d Excawators 032 7.84 0.64 0.03 0.o3 0n.m 1,000.21 0.32 0.0 1,010.99
1.00 [ Forklifts n.os 1.16 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 148.03 0.05 0.00 149.63
6.00 Tier 4 Generator Sets 059 24.34 187 010 0.09 0.04 37382 016 0.03 3,750.70
400 Tier 4 Graders 0.8 14.06 162 n.0a 0.o7 0.03 256342 0.83 n.oz 2,591.04
200 E Off-Highweay Tractors 1.15 28.43 3 012 0.1 0.04 3641.22 1.18 n.03 368047
8.00 Tier 4 Off-Higktway Trucks 323 56.04 647 0.32 0.30 011 1023312 el 0.09 10,348.33
200 Jier d Other Construction E guipment 1.53 3T 3.06 014 014 0.05 478610 1.55 0.04 4,837.79
] ier 4 Other General Industrial Equiprr 0.63 15.62 127 0.06 0.06 0.0z 1,984.15 0.64 n.oz 2,005.57
2.00 Tier 4 Other Material Handling Equipm 1.42 35.08 284 014 013 0.05 447742 1.45 0.04 4,525,639
00 Tigr 4 Pavers 014 356 0.2a 0.01 0.o 0.00 455,22 014 0.00 46013
K] Ter 4 Paving Equipment 013 310 0.25 0.01 0. 0.00 394.47 013 0.00 398.72
.00 Tier 4 Plate Compactors n.oz 0.36 0.32 n.oz n.oz 0.00 34.48 n.oo 0.00 34.69
0 Tier 4 Pressure ¥ ashers 0oz 034 0.37 0.0z 0.0z 0.00 39.09 n.oo 0.00 39.28
] et 4 Purnps 1.15 28.39 230 012 01 0.05 4361.25 n.zo n.03 4,376.01
1.00 Tier 4 Rallers n.os 1.98 016 0.01 0. 0.00 25411 n.08 0.00 256,85
1.00 Jier d Rough Terrain Forklifts 01 251 0.1 0.01 0o n.00 333.80 0.11 0.00 337.40
o.00 ier 4 Rubber Tired Dozers 1.3 2265 261 013 012 0.04 41350 1.34 0.04 4,179.54
8.00 Tier 4 Rubber Tired Loaders 1.54 26.81 3.08 0145 014 0.05 484449 157 0.04 4,8596.81
200 Tier 4 Scrapers 083 16.16 1.86 0.0a 0.09 0.03 2,940.26 0.95 n.03 2,971.94
4.00 [ Signal Boards 010 208 1.85 010 010 0.00 197.25 n.oz 0.00 198.26
1.00 Tier 4 Skid Steer Loaders 008 1.47 1.41 0.01 0. 0.00 200.49 0.06 0.00 202.65
200 Tier 4 Surfacing Equipment 042 7.24 0.83 0.04 0.04 0n.m 1,309.11 0.42 0.0 1,323.24
200 ier 4 SweepersScrubbers 019 384 345 0.0z 0.0z 0.0 492,35 016 0.00 497 66
4.00 Tier 4 TractorsiLoadersiBackhoes 038 937 0.76 0.04 0.o3 0. 1,206.31 0.34 0. 1,219.29
1.00 Jierd Trenchers 010 2485 021 0.01 0.m 0.00 327.20 0.11 0.00 330.72
1.00 Tier 4 W elders 0.07 1.50 1.21 0.01 0.0 0.00 207.48 0.02 0.00 208.56
User-Defined Off-road Equipment If non-default wehicles are used, please provide information in "Moredefault Off-road Equiprment’ tah ROG Co M PR10 PMZ25 S co2 CH4 W20 Co2e]
Mumber of ' ehicles Equiprmert Tier Type poundsid sy poundsid sy poundsiday poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundeiday  poundsiday pou ! daty pou sl daty

0.00 A a 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00

0.00 A 1] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00

.00 A ] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.0a 0.00 0.00

0.00 A 1] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00

.00 A 1] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oao 0.00 0.00

.00 R 1] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00

0.00 I 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GrubbinglLand Cleating pounds per day 18.78 389.30 4682 211 1.94 063  B0259.48 16.82 053 B0,838.22

Grubhing/Land Clearing tons per phase 0.41 8,56 1.03 0.05 0.04 0.01 1,325.71 037 0.01 1,338.44




Default

Ilitigation Option

Grading'Excavation Murrber of Vehicles Crverride of Diefault ROG o [R[e¥3 P10 P25 SO coz2 CH4 20 coZe
Default Equipment Tier {applicable anly
Crverride of Default Mumber of Vehicles Prograrm-estimate wiien "Tier 4 W itigation” Option Selected) Eqjuiprment Tier Ty pe poundsiday poundsiday pound siday poundsiday  poundsfday  poundsiday  poundsiday poundsiday poundss day poundss day
] Tigr 4 (Aerial Lifts . .00 .00 n.oo .an . .00 ) . .
1.00 Tier 4 Air Compressors 0.10 2.44 0.0 n.o1 0.m 0.00 375.26 nnz 0.00 376.67
4.00 Tier 4 BorelDrill Rigs 117 2097 234 n12 0.1 0.04 3,661.62 1.18 0.03 3,701.15
.00 Tigr 4 Cerment and Mortar Mixers 011 213 1.89 011 010 0.00 202.07 nnz 0.00 203.08
1.00 Tier 4 ConcretelIndustrial 5 aws 016 3.86 0.31 noz 0.m 0.m 59267 no3 0.00 594.72
200 Tier 4 Cranes 0.35 614 0.71 n.o4 0.03 0.m 1,117.64 036 0.m 1,129.69
0.00 Tigr 4 Crawder Tractors 0.00 0.00 000 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
L.og Tier 4 Crushing/Proc. Equipment 0.00 0.00 000 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
200 Tier 4 Excavatars 0.32 7.84 064 n.o3 0.03 0.m 1,000.21 03z 0.m 1,010.99
1.00 Tigr 4 Farklifts 0.05 1.16 009 n.oo 0.00 0.00 148.03 nos 0.00 149.63
] Tier 4 Generator Sets 0.99 24.34 1.97 010 0.09 0.04 3,738.21 016 0.03 3,750.70
4.00 Tier 4 Graders 0.81 14.06 1.62 n.os 0.o7 0.o3 2,563.42 083 0.02 2,591.04
2.00 Tigr 4 Off-Highweay Tractors 1.15 28.43 23 n12 0.1 0.04 3,641.22 1.18 0.03 3,680.47
200 Tier 4 Off-Highmway Trucks 3.23 56.04 B.47 03z 0.30 011 10,239.12 33 0.09 10,349.33
B.00 Tier 4 Other Construction Equipment 1.63 A 306 015 014 0.5 4,786.10 1.55 0.04 4.837.79
2.00 Tigr 4 Other General Industrial Equiprr 0.63 15.62 1.27 0.06 0.06 n.oz2 1,984.15 064 0.02 2,005.57
200 Tier 4 Other Material Handling Equipm 1.42 35.08 284 014 013 0.5 4,477.42 1.45 0.04 4,525 69
1.00 Tier 4 Pavers 0.14 3.56 029 n.o1 0.m 0.00 45522 015 0.00 460.13
1.00 Tigr 4 Pawing Eguiprment 0.13 310 025 0.01 0.m 0.00 394.47 013 0.00 398.72
1.00 Tier 4 Plate Compactors 0.0z 0.36 032 noz 0.2 0.00 34.43 n.oo 0.00 34.65
1.00 Tier 4 Pressure \Washers 0.0z 0.34 037 noz 0.2 0.00 39.09 n.oo 0.00 39.28
7.00 Tigr 4 Purrps 115 28.39 230 012 0.1 0.0s5 4,361.25 020 0.03 4,376.0
1.00 Tier 4 Raollers n.08 1.98 016 n.o1 0.m 0.00 254,11 nos 0.00 256.85
1.00 Tier 4 Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.1 2.61 0.21 n.o1 0.m 0.00 333.80 011 0.00 337.40
5.00 Tigr 4 Rubber Tired Dozers 1.3 22,69 261 013 012 0.04 413501 1.34 0.04 4,179.54
200 Tier 4 Rubber Tired Loaders 1.54 26.81 309 015 014 0.5 4,844.49 1.57 0.04 4, 896.81
200 Tier 4 Scrapers 0.93 16.16 1.86 n.og 0.09 0.o3 2,940.26 0.as 0.03 2,871.94
4.00 Tigr 4 Signal Boards 0.10 2.08 1.85 010 010 0.00 197.25 nnz 0.00 198.26
1.00 Tier 4 Skid Steer Loaders n.08 1.87 1.41 n.o1 0.m 0.00 200.49 006 0.00 202.65
200 Tier 4 Surfacing Egquiprment 0.42 724 033 n.o4 0.04 0.m 1,308.11 042 0.m 1,323.24
200 Tigr 4 SweepersiSerubbers 0.19 3.84 345 noz n.o2 0.m 492,35 016 0.00 497 .6E
4.00 Tier 4 Tractors/LoadersiBackhoes 0.38 9.37 076 n.o4 0.03 0.m 1,208.31 039 0.m 1,219.29
1.00 Tier 4 Trenchers 0.10 285 0.21 n.o1 0.m 0.00 327.20 011 0.00 330.72
1.00 Tigr 4 W Elders 0.07 1.50 1.21 .01 0.01 0.00 207.43 002 0.00 208,56
User-Defined Off-road Equipment If non-defauft vehicles are used, please provide information in ‘Mo default Off-road Equipment’ tab ROG o [R[e¥3 P10 P25 SO coz2 CH4 20 coZe
Murnber of W ehicles Equiprent Tier Tipe piodndsid piodndsid pround s/ prouni S piodhidss o poundsid oun dsfd pround s piodhidss o piodhidss o
.00 RI T TS’E TS’H n.ﬁ u.ﬁ% D.'DQ'E H ) D.'E:E n.ﬁ n_ﬁ'ﬁ'
0.00 TNiA i 0.00 0.00 000 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 PNiA i] 0.00 0.00 000 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 TIA i 0.00 0.00 000 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 TNiA i 0.00 0.00 000 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 PNiA i] 0.00 0.00 000 n.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.oo 0.00 0.00
0.00 TIA 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GradingExcavation pounds per day 18.78 388.30 46.92 211 1.94 063 BO0,259.48 16.82 0.53 B0, 838.22
GradingExcavation tons per phase 1.03 21.41 258 012 0.11 0.03 3,314.97 093 0.03 3,346.10




Diefault Witigation Option
Drainage/Utilities'Subgrade Mumber of WVehicles Owgrricle of Default ROG co [ o3 P10 PMZ5 S0 0z CH4 M20 CoZe
Default Eguiprment Tier (applicable only
Cryerride of Default Murmber of W ehicles Program-estimate whien "Tier 4 W itigation” Option Select ed) Equipment Tier poundsiday poundsiday poundsiay poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday poundss day poundss day|
. Tier 4 Aerial Lifts . 0.a0 0.00 [a]] .an .0 0.a0 0.0a 0.0 0.00
1.00 r 4 Alr Compressors 010 244 0.20 001 0.m 0.0 37526 0oz 0.0 376,63
4.00 Tier 4 Bore/Dril Rigs 117 20027 234 012 0.11 0.04 3,669, 46 1.149 0.03 3,709.05
400 Jigt 4 Cerrent and Martar Mixers 011 213 1.89 011 0.10 0.0 202.07 0oz 0.0 203.09
1.00 ler 4 ConcretelIndustrial Saws 016 3.86 0.3 noz 0.m 0.m 592 67 003 0.0 584.70
200 Tier 4 Cranes 035 6.14 071 no4 0.0z 0.m 1,117.62 0.36 0. 1,129.66
.00 Jiet 4 Crawder Tractors 0o 0.ao 0.0 n.oo 0.00 0.0 0.ao0 n.on 0.0 0.00
1] ler 4 Crushing'Proc. Equipment 0o 0.ao 0.0 noo 0.o0 0.0 0.ao0 n.on 0.0 0.00
200 Tier 4 Excavators 032 7.84 0.64 no3 0.03 0.m 1,000.53 03z 0.m 1,011.32
1.00 Tier 4 Forklifts 0.0 1.16 0.09 0.on 0.00 0.0 148.03 0.0a 0.0 1449 63
1] Ter 4 Generator Sets 099 24.34 1497 10 0.09 0.04 3738 014 0.3 3,780.37
4.00 Tier 4 Graders 0 14.06 162 nos o.a7 0.03 2562.03 083 0.0z 2,589.64
2.00 Tier 4 Off-Highway Tractors 1.14 28.48 21 012 0.11 0.04 3641.99 1.18 0.03 3.681.24
200 ler 4 Off-Highway Trucks 323 56.04 647 03z 0.30 011 10,2428 331 0.09 10,353.08
g.00 Tier 4 Other Construction Equipment 1.53 armn 3.06 015 0.14 0.08 4,785 96 1.54 0.04 4,837.65
2.00 Tier 4 Other General Industrial Equiprr 0.63 15.62 1.27 0.06 0.06 0.02 1,984.15 0.64 0.0z 2,005.57
] ler 4 Other M aterial Handling Equipm 1.42 35.08 284 014 013 0.05 447742 1.45 0.04 4,525.69
{ii] Tier 4 Pavers 014 3.46 0.29 001 0.m 0.0 45516 014 0.0 460.07
] Tier 4 Pavring Equiprment 013 210 0.25 001 0. 0.an 304,47 013 0.on 9872
1] ler 4 Flate Compactors 0.0z 0.36 0.3z noz 0.0z 0.0 34.48 n.on 0.0 34.65
{ii] Tier 4 Fressure YW ashers 0.0z 0.34 0.37 noz 0.0z 0.0 39.09 n.on 0.0 39.28
i) Jier 4 Purmps 1.15 28.39 230 012 0.11 0.05 4361.25 0149 0.03 4,375.82
1] ler 4 Rallers 0.0s 1.98 016 001 0.m 0.0 25415 n.os 0.0 256,88
{ii] Tier 4 Raough Terrain Forklifts 011 2.81 0.1 0o 0.m 0.an 33374 011 0.on 3733
500 Jiet 4 Rubber Tired Dozers 1.3 22,65 261 013 012 0.04 41349 1.34 0.04 4,179.44
g0l ler 4 Rubber Tired Loaders 1.54 26.81 3.09 015 0.14 0.05 484412 1.57 0.04 4,896.41
200 Tier 4 Scrapers 093 16.16 1.86 nog 0.09 0.03 25938.20 0495 0.03 2,969.87
400 Jier 4 Signal Boards 010 2.08 1.85 010 0.10 0.0 197.25 0.0z 0.0 198.26
1.00 ler 4 Skid Steer Loaders 0.0g 1.47 1.41 0o 0.m 0.an 200.57 0.06 0.on 202,73
200 Tier 4 Surfacing Ecuiprent 042 724 083 no4 0.04 0.m 1,308.77 042 0. 1,322.89
200 Tier 4 SweepersfScrubbers 014 384 345 0oz 0.0z 0.m 49235 016 0.0 497 66
.00 ler 4 Tractors/Load ersiBackhoes 0.3s 9.37 076 no4 0.03 0.m 1,207.07 0349 0.m 1,220.05
1.00 Tier 4 Trenchers 010 2.85 0.1 001 0.m 0.0 32716 011 0.0 330.68
1.00 Tier 4 i elders 0.07 1.40 1.21 0.01 0.01 0.00 207.48 002 0.00 208.52
U ser-Defined Off-road Equipment If norrdefault wehicles are used, please provide information in 'Morrdefault Off-road Equiprrent’ tab ROG co [ [ors P10 PMZ5 S0 0z CH4 M20 CoOZe|
Murmber of %ehicles E quiprnent Tier Type poundsiday poundgfnc_lﬁ poundsfd% poundsfdﬁ% pounds! d oundsid oun dsid oundsdd: nound%% poundgfngg&
L. L0 U5 1] 0o X [IX [I¥ . . . . . .

0.00 5 a 0o 0.ao 0.0 noo 0.o0 0.0 0.ao0 n.on 0.0 0.00

[.00 I a 0o 0.ao 0.0 n.oo 0.00 0.0 0.ao0 n.on 0.0 0.00

.00 JA a 0o 0.ao 0.0 noo 0.o0 0.0 0.ao0 n.on 0.0 0.00

0.00 A i 0.ao 0.aon n.oo noo 0.o0 0.an 0.a0 n.an 0.on 0.0

[.00 I a 0o 0.ao 0.0 n.oo 0.00 0.0 0.ao0 n.on 0.0 0.00

.00 JA a 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Drainager MiltiesiSub- Grade pounds per day 18.78 389.30 46,92 211 1.94 063  B0,268.40 16.80 0.43 f0, 846,59

Drain agertiltiesrSub- Grade tons per phase 1.24 25.69 310 014 013 0.04 39777 1.11 0.04 401588




Defautt Miticg ation Qrption
Paving Murrber of Yehicles Owerride of Default ROG Co [l FM10 PMZ5 S0 coz2 cH4 M20 CoZe
Default Equipment Tier (applicakle only
Crverride of Default Mumber of Yehicles Program-estimate when "Tier 4 Mitigation" Option Selected) Equiprrent Tier Type poundsiday poundsiday pound s day poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday  poundsiday poundss day pounds! day
. Tierd Aerial Lifts . .00 .aa .00 .o 0.00 0.0 . . 0.a0
1.00 Tier 4 Air Cormpressors 010 244 0zo 0.0 0.m 0.00 375,26 0oz 0.0 376.63
0.00 Tier 4 BoresDirill Rigs 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
0.00 Tier 4 Cerrent and b ortar Mixers 0.00 0.ao0 n.an 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.a0
1] er 4 Concretelindustrial 5aws 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
0.00 Tier 4 Cranes 0.00 0.a0 n.on 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.a0
0,00 Jier 4 Crawder Tractors 0.o0 0.ao 0.on 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
000 Tier 4 Crushing'Proc. Equiprment 0.00 0.a0 n.on 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.a0
0.00 Tier 4 Excavators 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
1.00 Tier 4 Forklifts 0.05 1.16 nog n.oo 0.0 0.0 148,02 0.0s 0.oo 143,63
.00 e 4 Generatar Sets 0.66 16.23 1.32 ooy 0.06 0.03 249214 010 0.0z 2,600,248
200 Tier 4 Graders 041 703 0.e1 004 0.04 0.m 1,281.02 041 0.m 1,284 .82
100 Ticr 4 Off-Highway Tractors 0.58 14.24 115 0.06 0.05 0.02 1,821.00 058 0.0z 1,840 62
4.00 e 4 Off-Highway Trucks 1,81 28,02 323 016 014 0.05 512141 1.66 003 5,176.54
4.00 Tier 4 Other Construction Equipment 0.76 18.96 153 nos 0.07 0.02 2,392.98 0rr 0.0z 241882
400 Tier 4 Other General Industrial Equiprm 0.32 7.8 063 0.03 0.03 0.m 992,07 032 0.m 1,002.78
.00 et 4 Other Material Handling Equipm 0.7 17.54 1.42 ooy 0.07 0.02 22381 072 0.0z 2,262.84
{ii] Tier 4 Pavers 014 3.86 029 0.m 0.m 0.00 45516 015 0.0 460.07
i) Ticr 4 Paving Equiprent 013 310 02s 0.0 0.0 0.00 394,47 013 0.0 398.72
1] E Plate Compactors 0.0z 0.36 03z 0oz 0.02 0.00 34.48 0.0o 0.0 34 .65
{ii] Tiet 4 Pressure Washers 0.0z 034 037 0oz 0.02 0.00 39.09 0.0o 0.0 39.28
5.00 Tier d Pumps 0.82 2028 1.64 n.os 0.08 0.03 311518 014 0.0z 3,125.58
1.00 et 4 Rollers 0.os 1.98 016 0.0 0.0 0.00 25415 nos 0.0 256.98
0.00 Tier 4 Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
.00 Tier 4 Rubber Tired Doz ers 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao
1] Ier 4 Rubber Tired Loaders 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
0.00 Tiet 4 Scrapers 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
200 Tier d Signal Boards 0.05 1.04 ng2 0.0s 0.05 0.00 98,63 0.0m 0.0 9913
] et 4 Skid Steer Loaders 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
200 Tier 4 Surfacing Equipment 0.42 7.24 ne3 004 0.04 0.m 1,308.77 042 0.m 1,322.89
1.00 Tier 4 SweepersScrubbers 010 1.92 173 0.0 0.m 0.00 246,18 noe 0.0 24283
1] Ier 4 Tractors/LoadersiBackhoes 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
0.00 Tier 4 Trenchers 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
0,00 Tier 4 v elders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
User-Defined Off-road Equipment If norrdefault vehicles are used, please provide information in 'tor-default Off-road Equiprment’ tab ROG co [l FM10 PMZ5 S0 o2 cH4 M20 Coze]
Murnber of Y ehicles Equipment Tier Type poundsiday poundsid pound s d poundsid pounds d poundsid poundsid poundsid poundss day pounds) d
IR R 1] 000 1) S’E D.'S:E n.'?ﬁ TS’E TS’E TS’E n.'?ﬁ JUALL uﬁﬁ
0.00 MIA 0 0.00 0.a0 n.on 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.a0
0.00 A 0 0.o0 0.ao 0.on 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
0.00 NIA 0 0.00 0.a0 n.on 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.a0
0.00 A 0 0.o0 n.ao noo 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0o 0.0 0.ao0
0.00 A 0 0.o0 n.ao non n.oo 0.0 0.0 0.0o n.oo 0.oo 0.ao
.00 A 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paving pounds per day .96 163,16 16.91 nre 072 024 2280871 566 020 23,002.99
Paving tong per phase 0.08 1.68 014 0.0 0.01 0.00 2580.90 0.06 0.00 253.10
Total Emissions all Phases (tons per constuction period) = 276 57.35 6,90 0.3 0.29 0.09 8,868.59 247 0.08 8 953 42




User Cverride of Default W alues User Owerride of Default Valles
E quiprment Horsepower Horsepower Hoursiday Hoursiday
Aerial Lifts 63 8
Alr Compressors 7a a
Bore/Cirill Rigs 221 a
Cerment and Mortar Mixers 4 a
Concretel ndustrial Sams a1 a
Cranes 231 2
Crawter Tractars 22 a
Crushing' Proc. Eguipment ah a
Excavators 158 2
Farklifts a4 a
Generator Sets 24 2
Graders 187 8
Off-Highweay Tractors 124 a
Off-Highweay Trucks 402 a
Other Construction Equipment 172 g
Other General Industrial Eouipment ad a
Other Material Handling Eoquiprment 168 a
Pavers 130 a
Faving Equiprment 132 a
Flate Compactors a a
Fressure Washers 113 a
Fumps a4 a
Follers a0 8
Rough Tetrain Farklits 100 a
Fubber Tired Dozers 247 2
Fubber Tired Loaders 203 a
Scrapers 367 a
Sigral Boards ] a
Skid Steer Loaders 65 a
Surfacing Equipment 263 a
SweepersiScrubbiers 4 a
TractorsiloadersBackhoes 97 a
Trenchers T8 2
Welders 46 8




Road Construction Emissions Model, Version 9.0.0

EJain Emission Estimates for > MRL Phiase 3

Total Exhaust Fugitive Dust Tota Exhaust Fugitive Dust
Project Phases (Pounds) ROG (Ibsiday) CO (Ibsiday) NOx {Ihsiday) PM10 {Ibs/day) P10 {Ibsiday) PM10 (Ibs/day) PM2.5 (Ibsiday) PM2.5 (Ibsiday) PM25 (Ibsiday) 50x (Ibsiday) CO2 {Ihsiday) CH4 {Ibs/day) N20 (Ibsiday) CO2e (Ibsiday)
Grubhing/Land Clearing 24.97 544 857 6363 409.74 974 400.00 858.31 a1 §3.20 117 115,157 589 17.67 2.34 116,295.85
Grading/E xcavation 2573 555 46 146.29 412.65 12.65 400.00 89.57 5.37 §3.20 159 16005556 17.71 9.38 163,302.07
Drainage/tilities/Sub-Grade 24.43 53272 B5.16 409.70 9.70 400.00 85.29 509 §3.20 1.15 11299231 17.86 217 114,079.03
Paving 12.84 293 B4 53.15 921 9.21 0.00 4.23 423 0.00 0.55 g5 227 .62 5.43 3.63 33 530.76
Mazimum (pounds/day) a0.70 1,100.34 214,92 52233 22,39 300.00 177.88 11.45 166.40 276 275,217 85 35.38 11.73 279,587 92
Total (tons/construction project) 372 30.99 1450 55.85 1.65 57 .20 1274 0.55 11.90 0.20 19 764.81 258 0.75 20054.18
Motes: Project Start Year -= 2020
Praject Length (months) -» 14
Tatal Project Area (acreg) -= A6
Maxirnum Area Disturbed/Day (acres) -» 46
Water Truck Used? -» fes
Total Ma\iiﬁﬁzgﬁgf"mmd Daily WMT (miles/day)
Phasze Sail Agahalt Sail Hauling Agohalt Hauling  Warker Cammute Watar Truck
Grubbing/Land Clearing 1015 1013 720 0 72000 400
Grading/Excavation 1,358 a0 12 416 180 72000 400
DrainagefUtilities/Sub-Grade a6 a0 460 60 72000 400
Paving ] 1013 1] 4,320 72,000 100
P10 and Ph2.5 estimates assume 50% control of fugitive dust from watering and associated dust control measures if a minimum number of water trucks are specified.
Total PM10 emissions shown in colurnn F are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in colurns G and H. Total PM2.5 ermission s shown in Column | are the surm of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columnsJ and K.
COZe emissions are estimated by multiplying mass emissions for each GHG by its glabal warming potential (GYWWF), 1,25 and 298 for CO2, CH4 and N20, respectively. Total COZe is then estimated by surmming CO2e estimates over all GHGs.
Total Emission Estimates by Phase for > WAL Phase 3 Total Exhaust Fugitive Dust Tota Exhaust Fugitive Dust
F::-:;Lflo.;"a‘:r:cept C0Z2e. Metric tonnes for CO2e) ROG {tons/phase) CO (tons/phase) HOx (tonsiphase)  PM10 {tonsiphase) PM10{tons/phase) PM10(tons/phase) PMZ25 {tonsiphase) PM2.5 {tons/phase) PMZ2.5(tonsiphase) S50x{tons/phase) CO2 {tons/phase) CH4 {tons/phase) N20 {tons/iphase) CO2e {MT/phase)
Grubhing/Land Clearing 055 11.99 151 901 0.1 8.80 184 0.1 1.83 0.03 253347 038 0.05 232106
Grading/E xcavation 1.42 30.85 §.05 22.70 0.7o 2200 493 035 4.58 0.09 §,503.30 0.s7 0.52 §,145.07
Drainage/tilities/Sub-Grade 1.61 35.16 430 27.04 0.64 2640 5.83 034 5.49 0.08 7457 53 1.16 0.14 6,630 46
Paving 0.14 3.30 064 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.01 970.50 0.07 0.04 §93.44
Mazimum (tons/phase) 161 35.16 §.05 27.04 0.70 2640 5.83 0.35 5.49 0.09 §803.30 1.16 0.52 g,145.07
Total (tons/construction project) 372 §0.99 1450 55.85 1.65 57 .20 1274 055 11.90 0.20 19764.81 258 0.75 18,193.03

P10 and P25 estimates assume 50% control of fugitive dust from watering and associated dust contral measures if a minimum number of water trucks are specified.
Total PM10 emissions shown in colurnn F are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in colurnns G and H. Total PM2.5 emissions shown in Column | are the surm of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columns J and K.

C02e emissions are ectimated by multiplying mass emissions for each GHG by its glabal warming potential (GWHFY, 1,25 and 298 for CO2, CH4 and N20, respectively. Total COZe is then estimated by surmming CO2e estimates over all GHGs.

The COZe emissions are reported as metric tons per phase.
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The methodology of ASTM 1527-13 is used to conduct an Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) to
identify Recognized Environmental Conditions in order to establish the presence or likely presence
of hazardous substances or petroleum products under conditions that indicate a likely release, a past
release, or a material threat of a release of those substances. This practice permits the user to qualify
for the innocent landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective purchaser
limitations on Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act liability.
The ESA also provides background information for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documents and can be included in the appendix of NEPA documents or included by reference.

In 2010, USACE performed an ESA for the complete Marysville Ring Levee project which is broken
down in separate phases. The ESA project site in 2010 comprised the entire 7.2-mile levee system
including a buffer zone extending outward 200 feet from either side of the levee centerline.

Project delays have necessitated ESA updates in 2014 and 2017 to meet the requirements of the
ASTM standard. The ESA updates were only conducted for Phase 2A North/South and 2C portions
of the levee. No Recognized Environmental Conditions were identified during the 2010 original ESA
or the 2014 and 2017 ESA updates.

The purpose of this update to the ESA are due to changes in the project footprint for Phase 2B to
include a larger staging area for new material to be used during construction, and the Non-Federal
Sponsor Real Estate requirements that a report must be dated within six months of the first lease offer
to the property owner for the additional staging area. The ESA update contained herein was
conducted in accordance with ASTM E1527-13 and ER1165-2-132. No Recognized Environmental
Conditions were identified at the project site during completion of this ESA update.

During the research conducted for this report, it was discovered that tunnels at B and D Streets were
“partially filled with refuse from old gas plant”. While not considered a Recognized Environmental
Condition, this debris may contain hazardous material and should be tested if the tunnel is found under
the proposed set-forward levee at this location."
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2.0 INTRODUCTION
2.1 PURPOSE

The Environmental Design Section (ED-ED) of the Environmental Engineering Branch of the
USACE in Sacramento, California, has prepared this report for the Marysville Ring Levee Phase 2B
project site in the Marysville Basin in Yuba County, California. This report is known as an update
to the Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) or a Phase [ ESA update.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the USACE regulations require that an Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) be
performed on a construction project site and its surrounding area. The purpose of the ESA is to
identify and document Recognized Environmental Conditions that may have adverse impacts on
the proposed construction project. ASTM 1527-13 defines Recognized Environmental Conditions
as “...the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or
at a property: (1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release
to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of future release to the
environment.”

In 2010, USACE performed an ESA for the Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) project, in accordance
with ASTM 1527-05. The ESA consisted of reviewing regulatory lists of Hazardous, Toxic and,
Radioactive Waste (HTRW) sites, historical literature, aerial photographs, websites and conducting
interviews with people who are knowledgeable about the project, the project site and the
surrounding area. A site reconnaissance was also conducted as part of the ESA process.

This update to the ESA is required due to changes in the project footprint to include a larger staging
area for new borrow material to be used during construction, and the Non-Federal Sponsor Real
Estate requirements that a report must be dated within six months of the first lease offer to the
property owner for the additional staging area.
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2.2 DETAILED SCOPE-OF-SERVICES

The ESA project site (the site) resides within the area created by the limits of construction for the
MRL Phase 2B project (See Section 13.2 for a map showing the limits of construction). The ESA is
concerned with identifying and documenting Recognized Environmental Conditions as defined by
ASTM 1527-13 on this site and the adjacent properties using commonly known and reasonably
ascertainable information, such as historical records, regulatory databases, and aerial photographs.

2.3  SIGNIFICANT ASSUMPTIONS

Since the areas surrounding the levees have been used extensively for agricultural purposes in the
past, it is likely that there may be chemical fertilizers and pesticides present on farmlands located
adjacent and near the site. Because many of the substances that were legally applied in the past (e.g.
DDT) also remain in the environment, it is also likely that some concentration of these substances
are present today in the soils near and on the site.

2.4 [ IMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS

The ESA does not include any sampling or testing of soil, air, water or building materials. The
interiors of buildings and structures were not inspected.

2.5 SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The current MRL project does not involve purchase of property for commercial purposes, and as
such, the conditions for the ASTM specifications are not completely applicable. The ASTM
standard is used as a guide and sections that are not applicable are ignored to meet the requirements
of the project. Where applicable, the format and guidance recommended by ASTM is followed as
stated in standard ASTM 1527-13.

2.6 [SER RELIANCE

There has been no contradictory information provided.
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3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION
3.1 LOCATION AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION

The Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) consists of approximately 7.5 miles of levee surrounding and
protecting the City of Marysville, California. Planned levee improvement address underseepage,
through-seepage, embankment slope stability, utility penetrations, constructability, settlement and
geometrical corrections to the levee embankment. The 2010 MRL Engineering Documentation
Report (EDR) and MRL Environmental Assessment (EA) address the engineering aspects and the
environmental aspects respectively of Phase 1 through 4 levee improvements for the entire
Marysville area flood protection system. A Final Alternatives Analysis was completed in 2012 that
specifically addressed Phase 2B of the project.

Phase 2B of the Project is located along the right bank of the Yuba River (relatively close to the
Confluence of the Feather River and Yuba River), on the east side of Highway 70, between
Highway 70 (located at the South end of Phase 2B) and Simpson Lane (located at the North end
of Phase 2B).

3.2 SITE AND VICINITY GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

The levees were originally constructed beginning in 1862 and by 1868 a levee system completely
encircled the city of Marysville. The levee heights range from an elevation of 16 to 28 feet above
sea level, having been elevated from the original 5 feet during several periods of construction. The
levees protect Marysville from Jack Slough in the north, the Feather River in the west, and the
Yuba River in the south.

The Geotechnical Appendix of the EDR identifies Phase 2B as a critical reach requiring levee
improvement. The reach was identified as critical due to past performance, and past repairs
(potentially inadequate by current standards). Additionally, penetrations and encroachments in the
levee embankment and foundation dating to the mid-19th Century, include abandoned underground
construction with the potential for voids to be present that may cause instability and/or seepage. The
Sacramento District geotechnical engineer’s opinion is that this site may have serious defects due to
these conditions.

A Final Alternatives Analysis was completed in 2012 that specifically addressed Phase 2B of the
project. This ESA will be included in the 90% submittal version of the Engineering Considerations
and Instructions for Field Personnel (ECIFP) for Marysville Ring Levee, Phase 2B. Contents of the
ECIFP reflect design and calculations performed as of December 13, 2016.
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3.3 CURRENT USE OF THE PROPERTY

The site is currently used for levees that protect the city of Marysville from flooding. The top of the
levee is used as a recreational trail for cyclists and joggers as well as a maintenance road. The
landside of the levee contains an active railroad line that is adjacent to the levee, where it crosses
the levee at the south end of A Street and runs the entire length of A Street, but is not included in
the project. A homeless encampment exists water side of the levee from the railroad crossing north
to about 5 Street. While the encampment is not in direct conflict with the project, entry and egress
from the encampment may be impacted during construction. For the purposes of public safety, the
City of Marysville should inform those at the encampment of the coming construction and
encourage them to vacate the area. The proposed staging area on the waterside of the levee is an
open field.

3.4 DESCRIPTIONS OF STRUCTURES, ROADS, OTHER IMPROVEMENTS ON THE SITE

The site contains a paved surface on top of the levee for the entire length. The site is crossed by the
Highway 70 Overpass on the south end and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) midway through the
sight, both of which connect the City of Marysville with Yuba City.

Overhead electrical lines and other various underground utilities run parallel and across the levee
for a portion of the site, as well as a Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) substation on the
north end landside.
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3.5 CURRENT USES OF THE ADJOINING PROPERTIES

Land use in the Marysville area is mostly developed residential. There are a few light industries to
the west. Outside the Marysville Basin is mostly agricultural use, except that Yuba City lies to the
west across the Feather River and South Yuba City and Linda lie to the south across the Yuba
River. The confluence of the two rivers is south and slightly west of Marysville.

Adjacent to the site on the north end there is a PG&E substation and maintenance yard. There are
multiple power poles that run parallel to the levee, some that will have to be relocated.

Midway through the site the UPRR cuts across the levee and runs adjacent to A Street on the west
side of the levee. From 2™ Street to 4™ Street the railroad is elevated.

On the land side of the levee, site usage consists mostly of small shops, light industry, other various
commercial and residential uses.
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4.0 USERPROVIDED INFORMATION

4.1 TITLE RECORDS

Title records were not obtained as they were not required to develop a history of the previous uses
of the site, per ASTM 1527-13.

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL LIENS OR ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS

There are no environmental liens or activity and no use limitations within the project site (EDR,
2017). The records used to ascertain this information include: the National Priority List, Federal
Superfund Liens, Federal Institutional Controls/Engineering Controls Registries, State and Tribal
Equivalent NPL - State Response Sites, State and Tribal Registered Storage Tank Lists — Active
UST Facilities, Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Facilities and USTs on Indian Land, US
Clandestine Drug Labs, CERCLA Lien Information, Land Use Control Information System,
Environmental Liens Listing, Military Cleanup Sites Listing, Department of Defense Sites, and
Formerly Used Defense Sites.

4.3 REASON FOR PERFORMING PHASE I

The use of ASTM 1527-13 is to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions in order to establish
the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products under conditions that
indicate a likely release, a past release or a material threat of a release of those substances. This
practice permits the user to qualify for the innocent landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona
fide prospective purchaser limitations on CERCLA liability

4.4 OTHER

This ESA update will follow the environmental industry practice of using the guidelines set forth in
the USEPA rule concerning “All Appropriate Inquiries,” the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, and
USACE Engineering Regulation (ER) 1162-2-132. ASTM E 1527-13 was designed to protect
persons purchasing property from liability arising from adverse environmental conditions, but also
may be used for other situations per section 4.2.1 of the standard.
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5.0 RECORDS REVIEW

5.1 STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAI RECORD SOURCES

A records review was completed March 2017; this EDR report is included in Section 13.5. The
standard environmental records review is summarized in Section 13.4. The sites found in the
standard records review are investigated using publicly available information. Due to the nature of
contaminant at each site, the cleanup status, or the distance away from Phase 2B, none of these
sites represent a REC.

The EDR report includes additional environmental records. A review of these records did not
reveal any RECs associated with MRI. Phase 2B.

1. Historic Data includes the following findings, none of which presented Recognized
Environmental Conditions within the project site, therefore the data is given for information
only:

a. Shell Oil (501 Sth St, ~0.4 miles from site) — Leaking Underground Storage Tank
(LUST) site remediation, case closed in January 2014.

b. Daoust Chevrolet (529 st St, ~0.35 miles from site) — LUST site investigation,
case closed in 2003.

c. Arrow Mfg. (1St and F Streets; ~0.2 miles from site) — Site screening
completed 1987.

d. Lube Stop (923 5th
case closed in 1996.

e. Chevron (929 5t Street, ~0.1 miles from site) —-LUST site investigation, case
closed 2012.

f.  Hurst Brothers (710 3rd St; ~0.1 miles from site) — LUST site investigation;
case closed in 1996.

g. SaveMart (828 J St; <0.1 miles from site) — Ruptured truck fuel tank in August 1994
caused an estimated 150 gallons of diesel release to the storm drain.

h. Marysville Plaza (401 E St; ~0.4 miles from site) — LUST site investigation with
corrective action currently underway.

1. Mobil 04-GPE (229 E St;, ~0.3 miles from site) — LUST site investigation with
corrective action currently underway. Site is listed as eligible for closure as of
9/22/20135.

J-  Sierra Central Credit Union (422 4‘[h St; ~0.35 miles from site) — LUST site
investigation with corrective action currently underway. Regulator has accepted
Low-Threat Closure Application as of May 2015; administrative tasks are required to
obtain closure.

Street, ~0.1 miles from site) — LUST site investigation,

k. Rideout Hospital (726 4‘[h St; ~0.2 miles from site) — LUST site investigation,

case closed in 1998,
1. Sewage Lift Station (ISt & F St; ~0.2 miles from site) — LUST site investigation,
case closed in 1996.

10
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m. Yuba County Government Center (915 8th

site investigation, case closed in 2004.

n. Econo-Gas (704 10t St; ~0.35 miles from site) — LUST site investigation,
case closed in 2014.

o. Marysville Auto Body (525 15t St; ~0.2 miles from site) — Cleanup site

cu(lirently under investigation.

3'¢ and H St (~0.15 miles from site) — Transformer failure caused % gallon of

PCB- containing oil to be released in 2000.

q- PG&E Gas Plant (2nd St between Elm and B St; ~0.4 miles from site) — Site does not
qualify for the NPL and no further remedial action is planned.

r. Yuba City Steel Production (526 Stevens Ave; ~0.85 miles from site) — contaminated
soil was removed from the site in 1992. Site is listed as a Brownfield property

s, 1% Stop (248 Bridge St; ~0.45 miles from site) — corrective action
currently underway for a leaking UST.

St, ~0.1 miles from site) — LUST

A listing of historical environmental record sources for Phase 2B was provided in the Radius Map
Report with GeoCheck, Environmental Data Resources, Inc., March 2017. The sites found in the
standard records review are investigated using publicly available information. Due to the nature of
contaminant at each site, the cleanup status, or the distance away from Phase 2B, none of these
sites represent a REC and are not expected to adversely affect the project.

5.2 HISTORICAL USE INFORMATION ON THE PROPERTY AND ADJOINING
PROPERTIES

ASTM E 1527-13 requires that an ESA consist of diligently conducting a reasonable search of all
available information, performing a site reconnaissance, and interviewing people who are
knowledgeable about the current and past uses of the project site and surrounding area, its waste
disposal practices, and its environmental compliance history.

Specifically, the current search consisted of information from the following sources:

(1) A reconnaissance of sites along the entire Phase 2B project boundaries was performed to
fulfill the requirements of ASTM E 1527-13 on July 6, 2017. Photographs of significant
or typical observations were made to document the reconnaissance and to provide
additional visual information. These photographs are included in Section 13.3. This site
reconnaissance revealed no Recognized Environmental Conditions.

(2) A search of the available records as provided by the “The EDR Radius Map™ Report
with GeoCheck®” dated March 2017, is included as Section 13.4. Additional
searches were conducted in the Environmental Records Search, Marysville Ring Levee
Project, Marysville, Yuba County, California in 2009, and a new search was conducted
for the 2014,

11
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(3) Interviews of appropriate personnel that might have knowledge of recognized
environmental conditions were conducted in 2009, 2014 and 2016. Additional
interviews were deemed not necessary for this update since they did not contribute
any significant information about past or present hazardous substances on the sites.

(4) Two historic tunnels were identified in the Report of Supplemental Data for a
Hazards Assessment of Historic Tunnel Features within or Beneath the Marysville
Levee, Unit 3, Reaches K1 & K2 (Tremaine & Associates). The Tremaine Report
described the alignment and depth of the tunnels based on historic photographs that
exposed the tunnels during the rehabilitation of the existing levee in 1956 and 1960.
Basic information regarding the tunnels at D Street and B Street described in the
Tremaine Report is summarized below.

D Street Tunnel: The alignment of the tunnel is in line with the east gutter of D
Street. The depth to the bottom of the tunnel is approximately 14 feet below D Street
or approximate elevation 49 feet NAVD 88. The downstream limit of the tunnel is
assumed to coincide with the excavation limits of the inspection trench constructed in
1956. The approximate dimensions of the interior of the tunnel are 4 feet wide at the
widest point and five feet high. The interior of the tunnel at the exposed outlet was
filled with debris. Debris at the outlet of the tunnel was removed and the outlet was
plugged with 14 cubic yards of concrete. The tunnel conveyed both sewage and
stormwater runoff from gutters along the street discharging to the Yuba River.

B Street Tunnel

The alignment of the tunnel was not documented but it is assumed to be in line with
the east gutter of B Street. The depth to the top of the tunnel is approximately 6 feet
below the 1862 street grade for B Street or approximate elevation 52 feet NAVD 88.
The tunnel was “partially filled with refuse from an old gas plant.” The exposed end
of the tunnel was sealed with a concrete plug before backfilling. The tunnel conveyed
both sewage and stormwater runoff from gutters along the street. The sewer tunnel at
B Street is described as extending “from Third to Front.”

The Tremaine Report states that the tunnels at B and D Streets were “partially filled with refuse from
old gas plant”. The location of the old gas plant was on Fourth Street, between A Street and the levee,
and is now the site of the PG&E station. This debris may contain hazardous material and should be
tested if the tunnel is found under the proposed set-forward levee at this location.

6.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE

6.1 METHODOLOGY AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

The extent of the July 6, 2017 site reconnaissance by Bruce VanEtten of Environmental Design
Section was conducted based on previously available information as well as with the updated
project limits of construction (see Section 13.2). The site reconnaissance involved walking along the
top of the levee over the Phase 2B portion of the project. The scoping and the time factor prohibited
obtaining access to building interiors during the site visit. Photographs taken during the site visit

12
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are Jocated 1n Section 13.3.

6.2 GENERAL SITE SETTING

The adjacent properties on the landside of the Phase 2B levee system is generally light industrial/
commercial or residential properties; an active railroad line as well as Highway 70 cross the levee
in Phase 2B.

6.3 EXTERIOR OBSERVATIONS

The levees were generally clean and well maintained despite the floods of this winter. There were no
hazardous substances observed at these sites.

The objective of the site reconnaissance is to obtain information indicating the likelihood of
Recognized Environmental Conditions in connection with the site. The following items were noted:

1) There are some areas of the adjacent railroad lines that appear to have evidence of small
petroleum spill. The long history of the rail corridor in this area increases the chances
that contaminants such as creosote, petroleum products, fossil fuel combustions
products, pesticides/herbicides and metals are present in the soil along and adjacent to
the railroad track.

2) There were several electrical service boxes observed on the site. No apparent issues
were observed.

3) There is no evidence of releases of hazardous substances or petroleum products to the
environment along the project area. None of the persons interviewed in the past
recalled any releases or incidents. Once a year during the summer months, drip
torches are used to burn off the grass on the levee. The fuel used is a mixture of
diesel and gasoline. Environmental impact of this activity is assumed to be minimal.

4) The levee has had history of gophers burrowing in its side, potentially compromising the
integrity of the levee. Squirrel bait stations are used to poison the gophers in an attempt
to reduce their population.

5) The history of the Marysville area dates back to the 19" Century. There may be historic
abandoned septic systems, underground storage tanks, water/utility distribution systems
and wells. No potential sites were observed in the project site.

Non-Scope Issues
The following issues are listed as non-scope issues in ASTM 1527-13. They were observed during
the site reconnaissance, and are being noted for completeness. There is no REC associated with any

of these items.

1) Due to the age of the levees and surrounding areas, there is potential for discovery of
cultural or historic resources.

13
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6.4 INTERIOR OBSERVATIONS

Interiors of structures were not inspected since they were not part of the project scope and per
section 4.5.2 of the ASTM 1527-13, time limitations prevented obtaining access from each owner of
every structure.

7.0 INTERVIEWS

The purpose of conducting interviews is to obtain up-to-date information and confirm known
information about Recognized Environmental Conditions in connection with the site. Since
interviews conducted for the 2009, 2014 and 2016 ESA, additional interviews were deemed
unnecessary for this update. In general no new information was added from the interviews than
what was known from the data report.

8.0 FINDINGS

The ESA yielded the following results:

1 No Recognized Environmental Conditions were observed along the MR, Phase 2B limits of
construction. All of the adjacent properties on the land side appeared well maintained and
clean during the site visit.

2. The private industries along the levees do not appear to use significant amounts of
hazardous materials; hence the threat of releases from industrial operations is negligible.
There are some reports that Union Pacific Railroad transports hazardous materials along
railroad tracks adjacent to the project. No documentation of spills was located.

9.0 OPINION

The inquiry has adequately identified conditions that may be indicative of possible releases or
threatened releases of hazardous substances on, at, in, or to the site. The material threat of hazardous
substances release is small. The records research report indicates that there are no Recognized
Environmental Conditions within the Phase 2B project area.

Additional investigations in areas where hazardous materials (including petroleum products) are
currently or were historically used may be warranted if it is likely that the construction work may be
impacted by such uses.

10.0 CONCLUSIONS

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed in conformance with the scope and
limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-13 for the Phase 2B levee surrounding the City of Marysville
in Yuba County, California. Any exceptions to, or deletions from this practice are described in
Section 2.4 of this report. This assessment has revealed no Recognized Environmental Conditions in
connection with the site.

14
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The Tremaine Report states that the tunnels at B and D Streets were “partially filled with refuse from
old gas plant”. The location of the old gas plant was on Fourth Street, between A Street and the levee,
and is now the site of the PG&E station. This debris may contain hazardous material and should be
tested if the tunnel is found under the proposed set-forward levee at this location.

11.0 DEVIATIONS

11.1 MULTIPLE OWNERS

Since the property in question is largely public lands or waterways, the previous year’s interviews
with one exception, were all government (Federal, state and local) officials.

11.2 DATA GAPS

No data gaps as defined in 40 CFR Section 312.10 were identified.
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13.0 ATTACHMENTS
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13.3 SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

PG&E Substation looking North



Y
9

PG&E Substation looking South



PG&E maintenance yard



Elevated Union Pacific Railroad looking North



Elevated Union Pacific Railroad looking North



13.4 HISTORICAL RESEARCH DOCUMENTATION

Standard Environmental Record Source Search Results

Brownfield sites

Database Searched Approximate Total Sites in Site name (distance)
Minimum Sites minimum
Search Plotted search
Distance distance
(miles)
Federal NPL site list 1.0 0 0 -
Federal Delisted NPL site 0.5 0 0 -
list
Federal CERCLIS list 0.5 2 0 -
Federal CERCLIS 0.5 6 1 PG&E gas plant(0.4miles)
NFRAP site list
Federal RCRA 1.0 1 0 -
CORRACTS facilities list
Federal RCRA non- 0.5 0 -
CORRACTSTSD
facilities list
Federal RCRA property 18 0 -
generators list and
adjoining
Federal institutional property only 0 0 -
control/engineering
control registries
Federal ERNS list property only 2 0 -
State- and tribal- 1.0 2 1 Yuba City Steel Production
equivalent NPL {0.85m1)
State- and tribal- 0.5 16 1 Arrow MFG (0.1mi)
equivalent CERCLIS
State and tribal landfill 0.5 0 0 -
and/or solid waste
disposal site lists
sSttglf:igaent‘:i ltlli(llf:lsltsleaklng 0.5 73 7 gsvﬂle Plaza(0.29mi) Mobil
SleHa Central 8red1 0.25mi) 1st Stoj
ak239/24 )( 45m18 Marysville Auto
ody (0.0
State and tribal property 24 0 -
registered storage tank and
lists adjoining
State and tribal property only 0 0 -
institutional control/
engineering control
registries
State and tribal voluntary 05 2 0 -
cleanup sites
State and tribal 0.5 1 1 Yuba City Steel Prod (0.85mi)

! From ASTM 1527-13 % Only open sites are examined in detail
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The methodology of ASTM 1527-13 is used to conduct an Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions in order to establish the presence or likely
presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products under conditions that indicate a likely
release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of those substances. This practice permits the
user to qualify for the innocent landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective
purchaser limitations on Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
liability. The ESA also provides background information for National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) documents and can be included in the appendix of NEPA documents or included by
reference.

In 2010, USACE performed an ESA for the complete Marysville Ring Levee project. The ESA
project site in 2010 comprised the entire 7.2—mile levee system including a buffer zone extending
outward 200 feet from either side of the levee centerline.

Project delays necessitated ESA updates for 2A, 2B and 2C to meet the requirements of the ASTM
standard. No Recognized Environmental Conditions were identified during the ESA updates. No
updates have been done for Phase 3 since 2010

The purpose of this update to the ESA are due to changes in the project footprint to include a larger
staging area for new material to be used during construction and conditions could have changed in
the last eight years. The ESA update contained herein was conducted in accordance with ASTM
E1527-13 and ER1165-2-132. No Recognized Environmental Conditions were identified at the
project site during completion of this ESA update.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION
2.1 PURPOSE

The Environmental Design Section (ED-ED) of the Environmental Engineering Branch of the
USACE in Sacramento, California, has prepared this report for the Marysville Ring Levee Phase 3
site in the Marysville Basin in Yuba County, California. This report is known as an update to the
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) or a Phase I ESA update.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the USACE regulations require that an Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) be
performed on a construction project site and its surrounding area. The purpose of the ESA is to
identify and document Recognized Environmental Conditions that may have adverse impacts on
the proposed construction project. ASTM 1527-13 defines Recognized Environmental Conditions
as ““...the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or
at a property: (1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release
to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of future release to the
environment.”

In 2010, USACE performed an ESA for the Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) project, in accordance
with ASTM 1527-05. The ESA consisted of reviewing regulatory lists of Hazardous, Toxic and,
Radioactive Waste (HTRW) sites, historical literature, aerial photographs, websites and conducting
interviews with people who are knowledgeable about the project, the project site and the
surrounding area. A site reconnaissance was also conducted as part of the ESA process.

This update for Phase 3 to the ESA is required due to changes in the project footprint to include a
larger staging area for new material to be used during construction and to meet the requirements of
the ASTM standard.

2.2 DETAILED SCOPE-QF-SERVICES

The ESA project site (the site) resides within the area created by the limits of construction for the
MRL Phase 3 project (See Section 13.2 for a map showing the limits of construction). The ESA is
concerned with identifying and documenting Recognized Environmental Conditions as defined by
ASTM 1527-13 on this site and the adjacent properties using commonly known and reasonably
ascertainable information, such as historical records, regulatory databases, and acrial photographs.

2.3  SIGNIFICANT ASSUMPTIONS

Since the areas surrounding the levees have been used extensively for agricultural purposes in the
past, it is likely that there may be chemical fertilizers and pesticides present on farmlands located
adjacent and near the site. Because many of the substances that were legally applied in the past (e.g.
DDT) also remain in the environment, it is also likely that some concentration of these substances
are present today in the soils near and on the site.
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2.4 LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS

The ESA does not include any sampling or testing of soil, air, water or building materials. The
interiors of buildings and structures were not inspected.

2.5 SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The current MRL project does not involve purchase of property for commercial purposes, and as
such, the conditions for the ASTM specifications are not completely applicable. The ASTM
standard is used as a guide and sections that are not applicable are ignored to meet the requirements
of the project. Where applicable, the format and guidance recommended by ASTM is followed as
stated in standard ASTM 1527-13.

2.6 USER RELIANCE

There has been no contradictory information provided.
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3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION
3.1 LOCATION AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION

The MRL project aims to improve the approximately 7.2 mile earthen levee system encircling the
1,500-acre Marysville Basin, located in Yuba County. Levee improvements have been separated
into seven phases of construction (Phases 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4A, and 4B). The location of each
project phase is shown in Section 13.2. Phase 3 is the focus of this ESA update.

3.2 SITE AND VICINITY GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

The levees were originally constructed beginning in 1862 and by 1868 a levee system completely
encircled the city of Marysville. The levee heights range from an elevation of 16 to 28 feet above
sea level, having been elevated from the original 3 feet during several periods of construction. The
levees protect Marysville from Jack Slough in the north, the Feather River in the west, and the
Yuba River in the south.

Phase 3 is located between the levee and the Feather River from 8™ street to the intersection of
Chem Blvd. and Olson Court. Refer to the boundary map in Section 13.2.

3.3 CURRENT USE OF THE PROPERTY

The site is currently used for levees that protect the city of Marysville from flooding. The top of the
levee is used as a recreational trail for cyclists and joggers. The landside of the levee contains
primarily residential and a few small businesses. The proposed staging areas consists of
approximately 13 acres and be located 250 feet out from the waterside toe of the levee.

3.4 DESCRIPTIONS OF STRUCTURES, ROADS, OTHER IMPROVEMENTS ON THE SITE

The site contains a paved surface on most of the top of the levee for the entire length. The site is
crossed by Ramirez Street at the southern end of the levee. Aside from the levees themselves, other
improvements on the site include residential developments and small commercial, industrial or
utility- oriented structures.

3.5 CURRENT USES OF THE ADJOINING PROPERTIES

Land use in the Marysville area is mostly developed residential. There are a few light industries to
the west and south. The portions of the site immediately adjacent to the levee area consist of mostly
of shops, light industry, and residential use. Outside the Marysville Basin is mostly agricultural
use.
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4.0 USERPROVIDED INFORMATION

4.1 TITLE RECORDS

Title records were not obtained as they were not required to develop a history of the previous uses
of the site, per ASTM 1527-13.

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL LIENS OR ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS

There are no environmental liens or activity and no use limitations within the project site. The
records used to ascertain this information include: the National Priority List, Federal Superfund
Liens, Federal Institutional Controls/Engineering Controls Registries, State and Tribal Equivalent
NPL - State Response Sites, State and Tribal Registered Storage Tank Lists — Active UST
Facilities, Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Facilities and USTs on Indian Land, US
Clandestine Drug Labs, CERCLA Lien Information, Land Use Control Information System,
Environmental Liens Listing, Military Cleanup Sites Listing, Department of Defense Sites, and
Formerly Used Defense Sites.

4.3 REASON FOR PERFORMING PHASE 1

The use of ASTM 1527-13 is to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions in order to establish
the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products under conditions that
indicate a likely release, a past release or a material threat of a release of those substances. This
practice permits the user to qualify for the innocent landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona
fide prospective purchaser limitations on CERCLA liability

4.4 OTHER

This ESA update will follow the environmental industry practice of using the guidelines set forth in
the USEPA rule concerning “All Appropriate Inquiries,” the ASTM E 1527-13 standard, and
USACE Engineering Regulation (ER) 1162-2-132. ASTM E 1527-13 was designed to protect
persons purchasing property from liability arising from adverse environmental conditions, but also
may be used for other situations per section 4.2.1 of the standard.
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5.0 RECORDS REVIEW
5.1  STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES

A records review was completed November 2018; this EDR report is included in Section 13.5. The
standard environmental records review is summarized in Section 13.4. The sites found in the
standard records review are investigated using publicly available information. Due to the nature of
contaminant at each site, the cleanup status, or the distance away from Phase 3, none of these sites
represent a REC.

The EDR report includes additional environmental records. A review of these records did not
reveal any RECs associated with MRL Phase 3.

1. Historic Data includes the following findings, none of which presented Recognized
Environmental Conditions within the project site, therefore the data is given for information
only:

a. Econo-Gas (704 IOIh St; ~0.35 miles from site) — LUST site investigation,
case closed in 2014.

b. Yuba City Steel Production (526 Stevens Ave; ~0.85 miles from site) — contaminated
soil was removed from the site in 1992. Site is listed as a Brownfield property

e 1% Stop (248 Bridge St; ~0.45 miles from site) — corrective action
currently underway for a leaking UST.

A listing of historical environmental record sources for Phase 3 was provided in a Corridor search
with GeoCheck, Environmental Data Resources, Inc., November 2018. The sites found in the
standard records review are investigated using publicly available information. Due to the nature of
contaminant at each site, the cleanup status, or the distance away from Phase 3, none of these sites
represent a REC and are not expected to adversely affect the project.

5.2 HISTORICAL USE INFORMATION ON THE PROPERTY AND ADJOINING
PROPERTIES

ASTM E 1527-13 requires that an ESA consist of diligently conducting a reasonable search of all
available information, performing a site reconnaissance, and interviewing people who are
knowledgeable about the current and past uses of the project site and surrounding area, its waste
disposal practices, and its environmental compliance history.

Specifically, the current search consisted of information from the following sources:
(1) A reconnaissance of sites along the entire Phase 3 project boundaries was performed to

fulfill the requirements of ASTM E 1527-13 on November 2018. Photographs of
significant or typical observations were made to document the reconnaissance and to
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provide additional visual information. These photographs are included in Section 13.3.
This site reconnaissance revealed no Recognized Environmental Conditions.

(2) A search of the available records as provided by the “The EDR Radius Map™ Report
with GeoCheck®” dated November 2018, is included as Section 13.4.

(3) Interviews of appropriate personnel that might have knowledge of recognized
environmental conditions were conducted in 2009, 2014 and 2016. Additional
interviews were deemed not necessary for this update since they did not contribute
any significant information about past or present hazardous substances on the sites.

(4) From the review of topographical maps, COE concludes that, since 1888, there were
no noticeable changes on the project site.

(5) From review of the aerial photographs, COE concludes that there were no noticeable
changes.

6.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE

6.1 METHODOLOGY AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

The extent of the November 2018 site reconnaissance by Bruce VanEtten of Environmental Design
Section was conducted based on previously available information as well as with the updated
project limits of construction (see Section 13.2). Site reconnaissance involved walking along the top
of the levee over the Phase 3 portion of the project. The scoping and the time factor prohibited
obtaining access to building interiors during the site visit. Photographs taken during the site visit are
located in Section 13.3.

6.2 GENERAL SITE SETTING

The adjacent properties on the waterside of the Phase 3 levee system are mostly used for
agriculture adjacent to the entirety of the Phase 3 site. The levee is approximately 2 miles long and
located in the southern part of the MRL. This section is covered with asphalt and parallel with the
Yuba River. The landside of Phase 3 is generally residential housing and some light industrial or
commercial properties.

6.3 EXTERIOR OBSERVATIONS

The levees were generally littered with debris on primarily the waterside due to recent floods. A
few locations along the landside appeared to have been used as illegal dumping grounds for
household trash during last year’s site visit but have since been cleaned up. There were no
hazardous substances observed at these sites.
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The objective of the site reconnaissance 1s to obtain information mdicating the Iikelthood of
Recognized Environmental Conditions in connection with the site. The following items were noted:

1y

2)

3)

)

The USACE has one monitoring well located on the crown of the levee. The well 1s
used to monitor the groundwater elevation.

There is no evidence of releases of hazardous substances or petroleum products to the
environment along the project area. None of the persons interviewed in the past

recalled any releases or incidents. Once a year during the summer months, drip
torches are used to burn off the grass on the levee. The fuel used is a mixture of

diesel and gasoline. Environmental impact of this activity is assumed to be minimal.
The levee has had history of gophers burrowing in its side, potentially compromising the
integrity of the levee. Squirrel bait stations are used to poison the gophers in an attempt
to reduce their population.

The history of the Marysville area dates back to the 19" Century. There may be historic
abandoned septic systems, underground storage tanks, water/utility distribution systems
and wells. No potential sites were observed in the project site.

Non-Scope Issues

The following issues are listed as non-scope issues in ASTM 1527-13. They were observed during
the site reconnaissance, and are being noted for completeness. There is no REC associated with any
of these items.

6.4

1)

Due to the age of the levees and surrounding areas, there is potential for discovery of
cultural or historic resources.

INTERIOR OBSERVATIONS

Interiors of structures were not inspected since they were not part of the project scope and per
section 4.5.2 of the ASTM 1527-13, time limitations prevented obtaining access from each owner of
every structure.

7.0 INTERVIEWS

The purpose of conducting interviews is to obtain up-to-date information and confirm known
information about Recognized Environmental Conditions in connection with the site. Since
interviews conducted for the 2009, 2014 and 2016 ESA, additional interviews were deemed
unnecessary for this update. In general no new information was added from the interviews than
what was known from the data report.

10
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8.0 FINDINGS

The ESA yielded the following results:

1 No Recognized Environmental Conditions were observed along the MRL Phase 3 limits of
construction. All of the adjacent properties on the land side appeared well maintained and
clean during the site visit.

2. The private industries along the levees do not appear to use significant amounts of
hazardous materials; hence the threat of releases from industrial operations is negligible.

9.0 OPINION

The inquiry has adequately identified conditions that may be indicative of possible releases or
threatened releases of hazardous substances on, at, in, or to the site. The material threat of hazardous
substances release is small. The records research report indicates that there are no Recognized
Environmental Conditions within the Phase 3 project area.

Additional investigations in areas where hazardous materials (including petroleum products) are

currently or were historically used may be warranted if it is likely that the construction work may be
impacted by such uses.

10.0 CONCLUSIONS

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed in conformance with the scope and
limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-13 for the Phase 3 levee surrounding the City of Marysville in
Yuba County, California. Any exceptions to, or deletions from this practice are described in Section
2.4 of this report. This assessment has revealed no Recognized Environmental Conditions in
connection with the site.

11.0 DEVIATIONS
11.1 MULTIPLE OWNERS

Since the property in question is largely public lands or waterways, the previous year’s interviews
with one exception, were all government (Federal, state and local) officials.

11
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11.2 DATA GAPS

No data gaps as defined in 40 CFR Section 312.10 were identified.

12.0 REFERENCES

(1) ASTM, E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase [
Environmental Site Assessment Process (Phase I ESA)

(2) Feasibility Level Design Report Marysville Ring Levee Yuba River Basin, California,
USACE, Sacramento District, October 05, 2009,

(3) The EDR Radius Map Report™ with GeoCheck®, Marysville Ring Levee, Phase 3,
Environmental Data Resources Inc., November 2018.

(4) USACE, ER 1165-2-132 Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) Guidance for
Civil Works Projects, 26 June 1992.

(5) USGS, Yuba City, CA 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Topographic Map, 2012.
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13.3 SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 0O1:

South end of Marysville Ring Levee Phase 3



Photo 02:

Cal Trans maintenance yard



Photo 03:

PG&E substation at the southeast corner of Phase 3



Photo 04:

An abandon house and sheds on the water side of the levee
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INTRODUCTION

This appendix provides responses to public and agency comments on the Marysville Ring Levee
(MRL) Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA)/Initial Study (IS) received during
the public comment period.

PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

The draft SEA/IS was posted with the State Clearinghouse (SCH #2010024001) on March 29,
2019. The draft SEA/IS was circulated at least 30-days for review by Federal, State, and local
agencies; organizations; and members of the public from March 29, 2019 through April 28, 2019.
The draft SEA/IS was made available on the Sacramento District, Corps of Engineers and Central
Valley Flood Protection Board websites. Hard copies of the draft SEA/IS were provided to Yuba
County library, Yuba County Clerk’s Office, and CVFPB office. Letters and/or DVD copies of
the draft SEA/IS were sent to interested parties.

A public involvement workshop was held on April 10, 2019 at the Yuba County Government
Center located at 915 8" Street, Marysville, CA 95901 to provide additional opportunities for
comments on the draft SEA/IS. All comments received during the public review period were
considered and incorporated into the final SEA/IS as appropriate.

A total of 10 people attended the public meeting. Comment sheets were made available for
individuals to solicit written comments during the meeting. Additionally, comments could be
submitted through mail or electronic mail. Oral comments were made throughout the public
workshop by retired council members and residents.

During the draft SEA/IS public review period, a total of 5 comments (3 comment letters) were
received from three different parties, including:

e (1) Federal agency, (1) State agency, (1) local/regional agency, and (2) private citizens.

A summary of the major issues from the public comments are included in the section below.
Responses to the public comments are subsequently included with original letters and e-mails
attached.

RESPONSES TO PRIMARY COMMENTS

Public comments on the draft document focused in part on: 1) floodplain management, 2) receipt
of applicable permits, 3) traffic operations, 4) public safety, and 5) Yuba River esthetics.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following pages include all public comments received and the responses to those comments.
The responses are annotated to refer back to the corresponding letters and comments that precede
them.



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Initial Study
Marysville Ring Levee
Yuba River Basin, California

A. Letter from the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (FEMA), dated April 5, 2019

1. Comment: All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A,
AO, AH, AE, and A1 through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that
the lowest floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the
effective Flood Insurance Rate Map.

Response: Construction of the flood risk management improvements analyzed in the
Proposed Action would reduce the risk of levee failure along Phases 2B and 3 (the
Project Area), therefore reducing the risk of flooding to the City of Marysville. Section
2.2 of the Final SEA/IS provides a comprehensive description of the Proposed Action
including detailed construction information. The Proposed Action does not include the
construction of buildings within a riverine floodplain (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
or Al through A30).

2. Comment: If the area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as
delineated on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), any development must not
increase base flood elevation levels. The term development means any man-made
change to improved or unimproved real estate, including but not limited to buildings,
other structures, mining, dredging, filling, grading, paving, excavation or drilling
operations, and storage of equipment or materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis
must be performed prior to the start of development, and must demonstrate that the
development would not cause any rise in base flood levels. No rise is permitted within
regulatory floodways.

Response: Construction within the Regulatory Floodway includes levee slope
reshaping, placement of slope protection materials (i.e., riprap), realignment of a short
section of levee, vegetation clearing, and temporary staging of materials and equipment
during construction, which would occur outside of the flood season. None of this work
will change the base flood elevations. Hydrologic and hydraulic analyses were
completed for this project and documented in the 2010 Yuba River Basin, California,
Marysville Ring Levee, Engineering Documentation Report; 2017 Hydraulic Design
Documentation Report, Marysville Ring Levee Improvement Project Phase 2B; and the
2017 Hydraulic Design Documentation Report, Marysville Ring Levee Improvement
Project, Phase 3.

3. Comment: All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the “V”
Flood Zones as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so
that the lowest horizontal structure member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is
elevated to or above the base flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings
foundation and the structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse
and lateral movement due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously



on all building components.

Response: Construction of the flood risk management improvements analyzed in the
Proposed Action would not occur within a coastal high hazard area (i.e., any of the
“V” Flood Zones as delineated on the FIRM).

4. Comment: Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood
Hazard Areas, the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate
hydrologic and hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44
CFR, Section 65.3, as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data
becomes available, a community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting
technical data for a flood map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map
Revision Application Packages, please refer to the FEMA website at
http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.

Response: Comment noted. USACE Engineering would provide a construction
documentation report to the Non-Federal Sponsor, specifically the Marysville Levee
District (MLD). The MLD would transmit the construction documentation report to the
city of Marysville for submission of the appropriate hydrologic and hydraulic data to
FEMA.

B. Letter from the California Department of Transportation (CalTrans), dated May 16,
2019

1. Comment: The detour maps provided in the plans do not match the detour descriptions.
There appears to be mistakes in both the maps and the descriptions.

Response: The proposed haul route maps and descriptions for Phase 2B and Phase 3
have been changed and/or revised (See Section 2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2 of the Final
SEA/IS).

2. Comment: The map for Phase 2B shows a haul route stopping at the intersection of E
Street (St) and 9™ St, it also appears to include the linework from Phase 3. The
description for Phase 2B mentions limitations at the railroad, but the map then shows
linework crossing the railroad.

Response: The Phase 2B proposed haul route(s) have been revised as follows: Haul
routes in Segments K1 and K2 would encompass HWY 70/E Street, 3rd Street, F Street,
and Bizz Johnson Drive to the waterside toe or levee crown. Due to the distance from
HWY 70 and restricted access along the UPRR ROW, an alternate route is proposed for
Segment L1 to include HWY 20, E 12th Street, and Simpson Lane/Ramirez Road to
access the waterside toe or levee crown. An updated haul route map is included in
Section 2.2.1 of the Final SEA/IS.

3. Comment: The haul route on Phase 2B is also shown to use B St. Currently, the City of
Marysville is not allowing truck traffic on B St south of SR 20 adjacent to Ellis Lake.
We recommend using E St as an alternative.



Response: The proposed haul route(s) descriptions have been revised for Phase 2B and
no longer includes truck traffic along B Street. An updated haul route map is included
in Section 2.2.1 of the Final SEA/IS.

4, Comment: The description for the Phase 3 haul route describes routing traffic from “E
St to 12 St.” We believe this may be a typo.

Response: The haul route description for Phase 3 has been revised to include routing
traffic to E 12" Street. An updated haul route map is included in Section 2.2.2 of the
Final SEA/IS.

5. Comment: The current haul route is not amendable to thru truck traffic. The routes do
not appear feasible and must be STAA compliant truck routes as well. It is our
recommendation to consult with the City of Marysville to reach a consensus to identify
a feasible truck route.

Response: The proposed haul routes for Phase 2B and Phase 3 have been changed
and/or revised. Specifically, the proposed haul route for Phase 2B has been reduced to
a more simplified footprint and no longer includes truck traffic along B Street. The haul
route maps and descriptions have been updated to reflect these changes (See Section
2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2 of the Final SEA/IS). Communication and coordination with
Caltrans will continue until Phases 2B and 3 of the MRL Project are fully constructed.

C. Letter from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central
Valley RWQCB), dated April 26, 2019

1. Comment: Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where
projects disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development
that in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
(Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-
DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading, grubbing,
disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include
regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line, grade, or capacity
of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the development and
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

Response: Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the initiation of construction, if
necessary. The Contractor will be required to prepare a SWPPP prior to construction
(See Section 3.2.3 of the Final SEA/IS).

2. Comment: The Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits
require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows from new development and
redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own development standards, also known
as Low Impact Development (LID)/post —construction standards that include a
hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design concepts
for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the entitlement



and CEQA process and the development plan review process.

Response: Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the initiation of construction, if
necessary. Runoff from the proposed project that may enter drainage facilities will meet
all regional water quality control board water quality standards. An approved SWPPP
will be required as a submittal from the Contractor to comply with state water quality
standards.

Comment: Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the
regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 97-03-
DWQ.

Response: Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the initiation of construction, if
necessary.

Comment: If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in
navigable waters or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
may be needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If a Section
404 permit is required by the USACOE, the Central VValley Water Board will review the
permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If
the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to
contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on Streambed Alteration
Permit requirements.

Response: Compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) is not required
because the Proposed Action will not involve discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States.

Comment: If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide
Permit, Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit,
Programmatic General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required
for this project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams
and wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for
401 Water Quality Certifications.

Response: The Proposed Action incorporates a work exclusion buffer beginning at the
Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) and extending 25 feet landward (horizontal). No
construction, construction-related work, or operation and maintenance activities for the
levee improvements would occur within the work exclusion buffer or below the OHWM.
There would be no affect to water quality, therefore, a 401 Water Quality Certification
is not required.

Comment: If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e.,
“non- federal” waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the



proposed project will require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be
issued by Central Valley Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and
other waters of the State, including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to
State regulation.

Response: Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the initiation of construction, if
necessary.

Comment: If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to
be discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board
General Water Quality Order (Low Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central
Valley Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge
Requirements (Low Risk Waiver) R5-2013-0145. Small temporary construction
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from excavation
activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage
under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent with the Central Valley
Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

Response: Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the initiation of construction, if
necessary.

Comment: If the property will be used for commercial irrigated agricultural, the
discharger will be required to obtain regulatory coverage under the Irrigated Lands
Regulatory Program. There are two options to comply:

1. Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group that
supports land owners with the implementation of the irrigated Lands Regulatory
Program. The Coalition Group conducts water quality monitoring and reporting to
the Central Valley Water Board on behalf of its growers. The Coalition Groups
charge an annual membership fee, which varies by Coalition Group. To find the
Coalition Group in your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board’s website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/cenralvalley/water_issues/irrigated lands/for_grow
ers/apply_coalition_group/index.shtml or contact water board staff at (916) 464-
4611 or via email at IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Individual Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating
in a third-party group (Coalition) are regulated individually. Depending on the
specific site conditions, growers may be required to monitor runoff from their
property, install monitoring wells, and submit a notice of intent, farm plan, and
other action plans regarding their actions to comply with their General Order.
Yearly costs would include State administrative fees (for example, annual fees for
farm sizes from 10-100 acres are currently $1,084 + $6.70/Acre); the cost to
prepare annual monitoring reports; and water quality monitoring costs. To enroll as
an Individual Discharger under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, call the
Central Valley Water Board phone line at (916) 464-4611 or e-mail board staff at
IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.
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Response: Thank you for your comment; the recommendations discussed are not
applicable to the Proposed Action.

9. Comment: If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary
to discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will
require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to water
quality and may be covered under the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low
Threat Discharges to Surface Waters (Low Threat General Order) or the General Order
for Limited Threat Discharges of Treated/Untreated Groundwater from Cleanup Sites,
Wastewater from Superchlorination Projects, and Other Limited Threat Wastewaters to
Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete application must be
submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under these General
NPDES permits.

Response: Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the initiation of construction, if
necessary.

10. Comment: If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of
surface waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed
project will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the
Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit.

Response: Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the initiation of construction, if
necessary.

D. Written Comments from Private Citizens, dated April 10, 2019

1. Comment: There are school aged kid walk levee to get to and from bus stop at Sampson
St. How will they walk there? Pedestrian walk away from our home to Sampson St. to
get to bus stop.

Response: Thank you for your comment. Levee Road is owned by Yuba County.
Although Levee Road is currently being used by pedestrians (school children) and
bicyclists, such use is unauthorized and is not permitted by Yuba County. Prior to the
Spring of 2020, the State of California, Central Valley Flood Protection Board or the
Marysville Levee District would engage with Yuba County to identify the outreach
measures Yuba County would like to perform, provide, or require (if any) as a result of
closure of Levee Road to the public during construction of the Project. For information
relating to the measures that would be taken to secure the Project Area and ensure
public safety at the Project Area during construction, please see Section 3.2.6
(Recreation) of the Final SEA/IS. If you require information about authorized
pedestrian routes for access to the Sampson Street bus stop, please contact Yuba
County at (530) 749-7560.



2. Comment: There are several concrete building foundations to the levee at the end of B
and C Streets in the Yuba River Floodplain. These foundations are being used for
graffiti painting. The graffiti is an ugly distraction to the beauty of the Yuba River. |
would like to see the foundations removed.

Response: Thank you for your comment. The Proposed Action includes realignment of
levee Segment K2 to the south to allow for construction of a landside patrol road (See
Figure 3 of the Final SEA/IS). This realignment would require demolition of the walls,
foundations, and appurtenances that currently remain at the abandoned sand plant site.
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April 5,2019

David Moldoff

Department of Water Resources
3464 EL Camino Avenue, Room 150
Sacramento, California 95821

Dear Mr. Moldoff:

This is in response to your request for comments regarding the Notice of Intent to Adopt at a
Mitigated Negative Declaration for Project known as Yuba River Basin California Project
Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) Project Phase 2B and 3.

Please review the current effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the County of Yuba
(Community Number 060427) and City of Marysville (Community Number 060427), Maps
revised February 18, 2011. Please note that the City of Marysville, Yuba County, California is a
participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The minimum, basic NFIP
floodplain management building requirements are described in Vol. 44 Code of Federal
Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows:

e All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
and A1 through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map.

e Ifthe area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

www.fema.gov
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e Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special I'lood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,

please refer to the FEMA website at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.
Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The Marysville floodplain manager can be
reached by calling David Lamon, City Services Director, at (530) 749-3936. The Yuba County
floodplain manager can be reached by calling Kevin Mallen, Community Development &
Services Director, at (530) 749-5430.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Brian Trushinski of the
Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7183.

Sincer@ly,

Gregor Bl\ackbun;,'EF~ M, Branch Chief =
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

ce:

David Lamon, City Services Director, City of Marysville

Kevin Mallen, Community Development & Services Director, Yuba County

Ray Lee, WREA, State of California, Department of Water Resources, North Central Region
Office

Brian Trushinski, NFIP Planner, DHS/FEMA Region IX

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

www.fema. 2ov
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FEMA Region IX

1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA. 94647-4052

April 8,2019

Lillian Corley, Environmental Manager
USACE, Sacramento District

1325 J Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Ms. Corley:

This is in response to your request for comments regarding the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study for the Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) Project Phase 2B
and 3.

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and Txecutive Order 11990 (Protection of
Wetlands) require all Federal agencies “to avoid to the extent possible the long and short term
adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of the floodplains/wetlands and
to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplains/wetland development wherever there is a
practicable alternative.” Federal agencies are responsible for implementing Executive Orders
(EQ) through their own regulations, The EO states that, at a minimum, Federal agencies must
comply with National Ficod Insurance Program (NFIP) regulations.

The requirements for environmenta! considerations are found in Vol. 44 Code of Federal
Regulations (44 CFR), Part 9 Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands, and part 10
Environmental Considerations. These regulations set forth the policy, procedures, and
responsibilities to implement and enforce EO 11988 and 11990. The minimnum floodplain
management building requirements of the NFIP arc described in 44 CFR, Section 60.3.

Please review the current effective Flood Tnsurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the County of Yuba
(Community Number 060427) and City of Marysville (Community Number 060427) for land
that has been mapped with high, moderate and low flood risks. The FIRM was last revised
February 18, 2011.

www.femagoy
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A summary of the National Flood Insurance Program floodplain management building
requirements are as follows:

All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, All AF,
and Al through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base I'lood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map.

If the area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
in¢luding but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydranlic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the “V” Flood Zones
as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so that the lowest
horizontal structural member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is elevated to or above
the base flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings foundation and the
structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building
components.

Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazaid Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitling technical data for a flood
map revision. Lo abtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,
please refer to the FEMA website at hitp:/’www.fema. gov/business/nfip/forms.shim.

Please Note:

Many NFIP participating comumunities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. They do this for many reasons, one of the biggest is to account for risk and uncertainty in
order to protect their communitics from larger than predicted flood events, FEMA strongly
advises you to contact and work with the local community’s floodplain manager for more
information on local Moodplain management building requirements which could be incorporated

wiwvw. fema gov
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into your project and provide added [evels of protection. The Marysville floodplain manager can
be reached by contacling David Lamon, City Services Director, at (530) 749-3936. The pame of
Yuba County floodplain manager can be reached by contacting Kevin Mallen, Community
Development and Services Director, at (330} 749-5430

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Xing Lin of my staft at
(510) 627-7267 who can provide your agency with floodplain management technical expertise
and guidance.

Sincerely,

i :\r{';}g;;\f‘ - STl .
Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

ce:

David Lamon, City Services Director, City of Marysville

Kevin Mallen, Community Development & Services Director, Yuba County

Ray Lee, WREA, State of California, Department of Water Resources, North Central Region
Office

Xing Liu, NFIP Planner, DHS/FEMA Region X

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region 1X

W fema.gov
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David Moldoff CERTIFIED MAIL

Central Valiey Flood Protection Board . 7014 2120 0001 4292 3976

P.0O, Box 219000
Sacramento, CA 95821

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, YUBA RIVER BASIN, CALIFORNIA PROJECT - MARYSVILLE RING
LEVEE PROJECT, SCH#2010024001, YUBA COUNTY .

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 29 March 2019 request, the Central Valley Regional
Waier Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the Request for Review
for the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Yuba River Basin, California Project - Marysville

. Ring Levee Project, located in Yuba County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding those
issues.

. Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan

The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for all areas
within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to ensure the
reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of implementation for
achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plaris. Federal regulations require each
state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public health or welfare, enhance the
quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean Water Act. In California, the beneficial
uses, water quality objectives, and the Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality
standards. Water quality standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR
Section 131.36, and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Secfion 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws,
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities, The original Basin Plans were
adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as required, using Basin
Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has adopted a Basin Plan
amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water Board), Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases,

Kagt E.-Lonatey ScD, P.E., cHam | PatAiok PULUPA, ESQ., EXECUTIVE OFFICER

11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Ranche Gordova, GA 95670 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley
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the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments
only become effective after they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the
USEPA. Every three (3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the
appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues.

For more inforrhatiaﬁz'b'n‘ the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins, please \(isit_sqqrqu‘ebsite:
http:/lwww.\i\fétei'boards.'r':a'.gBVICéntral\iélIeylwater_issues/basin_plans/

Antidegradation Considerations _ .
All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water Board
Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation implementation Policy-contained in the Basin
Plan. The Antideégradation Implementation Policy is available on page 74 at:
https:/iwww.waterboards. ca.gov/centraIvalleylwater_issueslbasin_plans/saosjr_ZO‘I 805.pdf

In part it states:

Any discharge of waste fo high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment or
controf not only to prevent a condition of pofiution or nuisance from occurring, but also to
maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum benefit to the
-pecple of the State. - :

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential impacis
of the discharge on water quality, as meastred by background concentrations and
applicable water qualify objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Poliutant Discharge
Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) permitting
processes. The environmental review document should evaluate potential impacts to both
surface and groundwater quality.

Pérmitt'ing Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit . -

Dischargers whose project disturb.one or more acres of soil or where projects disturb less
than one acre but are part of a larger common plan.of development that in total disturbs
one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Gonstruction Activities (Construction General Permit),
Construction General Parmit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to
this permit includes clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as
stockpiling, or excavation, but does not inciude regular maintenance activities performed to
restore the original iine, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit
requires the development and impléme_htation of a Storm Watgi‘ Poliution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). : o : .
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For more information on the Constructicn General Permit, visit the State Water Resources
‘Control Board website at:
http: l/www waterboards.ca. gov/water |ssues/programs/stormwater/constpermlts shtml

Phase | and Il Munijcipal Separate Storm Sewer.System (MS4) Permits’

The Phase | and Il M84 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows
from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
the maximum extent practicable (MEP). M34 Permittees have their own development
standards, also known as Low Impact Development {LID)/post-construction standards that
include a hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design
concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the
entitement and GEQA process and, the development plan review process, .

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:
http:/fwww.waterboards.ca. gov/centralvalley/water issues/storm_water/municipal_permits/.

For more information on the Phase Il MS4 permit and who it applies to, VISIt the State
Water Resources Control Board at:

http://www.waterboards.ca. gov/water |ssues/programs/stormwater/phase i munwlpal sht
mi

" Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the regulations
contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014—0057—DWQ.

For more information on the Industrlal Storm Water General Permit, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at:

http:/iwww waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm water/mdustrlal__general
permxts/mdex shtml

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or
wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE}. If a Section 404 permit is required by
the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure that
discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water
drainage realighment, the applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game
for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

! Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized
Municipalities {serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people) and large sized municipalities (serving over
250,000 people). The Phase || MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small
M84s, which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitais.
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If you have any guestions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please
contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento Distriét of USACE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit - Water Quality Certification
If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, Letter of

- Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or
any other faderal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 9 from
the United States Coast Guard), is required for this project due to the disturbance of waters
of the United States (such as streams and wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification
must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities.
There are no waivers for 401 Water Quality Certifications.

For more information on the Water Quality Certification, visit 1hé'Ce'ntra[ Valley Water
Board website at: : ; )
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/water*quality_certification/

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Wafers of the State .

If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State {i.e., “non-federal”
waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project may
require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley
Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologhe Water Quality Control Act, discharges to
all waters of the State, including all wetiands and other waters of the State including, but
not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to State regulation.

For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water NPDES Program and
WDR processes, visit the Ceniral Valley Water Board website at: :
https:l/www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issueslwaste_to_surface_.water/

Dewatering Permit N L L . y
If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged

to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board General Water
‘Quality Order (Low Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or the:Central Valley Water Board's
Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk
Waiver) R6-2013-0145, Small temporary construction dewatering projects are projects that
discharge groundwater to land from excavation activities or dewatering of underground

. utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a
Notice of Intent with the Central Valley Water Board ‘prior to beginning discharge.

For-more information regarding the Low Risk General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at. ) S
http:l/www.waterboards,ca.gov/bbard__decisions/adopted__orders/water__quaIify/ZOOB/qu/w
02003-0003.pdf : : ;

For more information regarding the Low Risk Waiver and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at: - - S :
http:l/www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalIeylboard_'decisions/adopted_orders/waiverslr5—
2013-0145_res.pdf : '
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Regulatorv Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture -

If the property will be used for commercial irrigated agricultural, the d|scharger will be
required to obtain regulatory coverage underthe hrrigated Lands Regulatory Program
There are two options to comply:

1.  Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group that
supports land owners with the implementation of the Irrigated Lands Regulatory
Program. The Coalition Group conducts water quality monitoring and reporting to
the Central Valley Water Board on behalf of its growers. The Coalition Groups
charge an annual membership fee, which varies by Coalition Group. To find the
Coalition Group in your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board's website at:
hitps://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/regulator
y_information/for_growers/coalition_groups/ or contact water board staff at (916)
464-4611 or via emait at lrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov. .

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
individual Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating
in a third-party group (Coalition) are regulated individually. Depending on the
specific site conditions, growers may be required to monitor runoff from their
property, install monitoring wells, and submit a notice of intent, farm plan, and other
action plans regarding their actions to comply with their General Order. Yearly
costs would include State administrative fees (for example, annual fees for farm
sizes from 11-100 acres are currently $1,277 + $8.53/Acre); the cost to prepare
annual monitoring reports; and water quality monitoring costs. To enrol! as an
individual Discharger under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, call the
Central Valiey Water Board phone line at (916) 464-4611 or e-mail board staff at
Irrl.ands@waterboards.ca.gov.

Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

I the proposed-project includes construction dewatering and it Is necessary to discharge
the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage
under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Dewatering
discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be
covered under the General Order for Limited Threat Discharges to Surface Water (Limited
Threat General Order). A complete Notice of Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley
Water Board to obtain coverage under the Limited Threat General Order.

- For more information.regarding the Limited Threat General Order and the application
‘process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https:/iwww.waterboards.ca. gov/centralvalley/board demsmns/adopted orders/general_ord
" ersir5-2016-0076-01.pdf
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NPDES Permit
If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface waters of
the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project will require
coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systerm (NPDES) permit. A
complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the Central Valley Water

. Board to obtain a NPDES Permit.

For more information regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the
Central Valiey Water Board website at: _
https://www.waterboards. ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/

If you have guestions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4812 or
- Jordan.Hensley@waterboards.ca.gov. :

N

Jordan e sley
Environmental Scientist

cc:  State Clearinghouse unit, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento
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Central Valley Flood Protection Board
P.O. Box 219000
Sacramento, CA 95821

Marysville Ring Levee Project - Phase 2B and 3

Dear Mr. Moldoff:

Thank you for including California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the review for
Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) Project — Phases 2B and 3. Caltrans’ new mission, vision, and
goals signal a modernization of our approach fo California’s transportation system. We review
this local development for impacts to the State Highway System (SHS) in keeping with our
mission, vision and goals for sustainability/livability/economy, and safety/heath. We provide -
these comments consistent with the state’s mobility goals that support a vibrant economy, and

build communities, not sprawl.

The project will assess the potential direct, indirect and cumulative environmental effects
associated with the levee design refinements and address the technical issues related to the
seepage and stability of the MRL. The City of Marysville is located approximately 50 miles north
of Sacramento, California in Yuba County and is bordered by the Yuba River to the south, Jack
Slough to the north and the Feather River to the west. This project is being designed and '
constructed in phases. Phase 1 of the MRL project was constructed from 2010 through 2012 and
portions of Phase 4 were constructed from 2016 through 2017. To better facilitate design and
construction, Phase 2 was further subdivided into Phase 2A North, 2A South, 2B, and 2C. Phase
2A North began construction in spring 2018, Phase 2A South will begin construction in spring
2019, and Phase 2C will begin construction in spring 2020. The following comments are based on
the Supplemental Mitigated Negative Declaration refinements for only Phase 2B and 3.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated, and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”




Mr. David Moldoff, Central Valley Tlood Protection Board
May 16, 2019
Page 2

Traffic Operations

The Camp Fire in Paradise in late 2018 has triggered a cleanup project which requires trucking of
debris on the SHS and is expected to be ongoing for approximately the next two years. The debris
hauling is mostly along State Route (SR) 99 and SR 70 through the City of Marysville and Yuba
City. Approximately, 600 trucks per day are moving northbound and southbound on both SR 99

and SR 70 daily.

o The detour maps provided in the plans, do not match the detour descriptions. There
appears to be mistakes in both the maps and the descriptions.

e The map for Phase 2B shows a haul route stopping at the intersection of E Street (St) and
9th St. Tt also appears to include the linework from Phase 3. The description for Phase 2B
mentions limitations at the railroad, but the map then shows linework crossing the
railroad.

e The haul route on Phase 2B is also shown to use B St. Currently, the City of Marysville is
not allowing truck traffic on B St south of SR 20 adjacent to Ellis Lake.

o We recommend using E St as an alternative.

o The description for the Phasc 3 haul route deseribes routing traffic from “E St to 12th St.”
We believe this may be a typo.

e The current haul route is not amendable to thru truck traffic. The routes do not appear
feasible and must be STAA compliant truck routes as well. It is our recommendation to
consult with the City of Marysville to reach consensus to identify a feasible truck route.

Tn addition to the Camp Fire debris removal project, there will also be an unknown amount of
truck traffic for PG&E tree removal/logging. The United States Army Corps of Engineers is also
doing work for the Yuba River Ecosystem Restoration project, which will contribute additional
truck traffic to the Marysville/Yuba City area. '

Therefore, for the reasons stated above more clarification and refinement of the detour maps for
the MRL project is recommended. To help minimize the additional traffic congestion of these
simultaneous and ongoing projects in the Marysville/Yuba City arca all options should be
explored.

“Pyovide a safe, sustainable, integrated, and efflcient {ransporiation
system fo enhance California 's econonty and livability”
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Please provide our office with éopies of any further actions regarding this project. We would
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on any changes telated to this development.
If you have any question regarding these comments or require additional information,

please contact Dianira Soto, Intergovernmental Review Coordinator for Yuba County, by
phone (530) 740-4905 or via email at Dianira.Soto@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

SUSAN ZANCHI, Branch Chicf
Office of Transportation Planning
Regional Planning Branch—North

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated, and efficient transportation
sysiem to enhance Califorala’s econonty and livability”




