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Lower Deer Creek Flood and
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Executive Summary

ES.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes the contents of the draft environmental impact
report (EIR) prepared for the Lower Deer Creek Flood and Ecosystem
Improvement Project (proposed project, or project). The draft EIR discloses
environmental information concerning the project and invites interested
parties to comment on the information presented and the project proposed.
The draft EIR also provides detailed information on the potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.

As defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the public
agency that has principal authority over carrying out or approving the
proposed project is called the lead agency (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15367). The lead agency also has the primary responsibility for determining
what level of CEQA review is required for a project and for preparing and
approving the appropriate document (e.g., negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration, or EIR).

Pursuant to CEQA (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et
seq.), the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is the lead
agency for this proposed project and has the primary responsibility for CEQA
compliance during preparation of this EIR (PRC Section 21067). The Deer
Creek Watershed Conservancy (DCWC) is the project proponent.

ES.2 Project Overview

The proposed project would be located along the lower 8 miles of Deer Creek
in Tehama County, California, from 2 miles upstream of Red Bridge to the
confluence with the Sacramento River and along the lower 2.6 miles of China
Slough to the confluence with the Sacramento River (Figure ES-1). The
proposed project is a multi-benefit project that would restore the design flood
protection level of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) levee
system on Lower Deer Creek. The proposed project would also create up to
43 acres of new seasonally inundated floodplain rearing habitat for juvenile
salmonids between the Stanford-Vina Ranch Irrigation Company (SVRIC) Dam
and Red Bridge. In addition, the proposed project would restore conveyance
capacity in China Slough, a remnant distributary channel from Deer Creek.
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Deer Creek is bounded by agricultural lands (in use as orchards, row crops,
and for cattle grazing), by residences on the north and south banks, and by
the town of Vina on the south bank downstream of State Route 99. China
Slough, located south of Deer Creek but within its floodplain, is a remnant
distributary channel from Deer Creek. The slough serves as a conduit for
water on the floodplain from Deer Creek during high flow events
(MacWilliams 2004).
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Figure ES-1 Lower Deer Creek Flood and Ecosystem Improvement Project Location
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ES.3 Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives
The purpose of the proposed project is to:

e Reduce flood risk to lands adjacent to Deer Creek by improving the
flood management system.

e Improve the geomorphic function of Deer Creek.

e Increase and improve spawning and rearing habitat for protected fish
species in Deer Creek.

The proposed project is needed to address damaging flooding that impacts
farmland and infrastructure, existing sediment management problems, and
degraded aquatic habitat diversity and complexity, and to restore floodplain
habitat for native fish species, along Lower Deer Creek. The proposed
project is also needed to address flooding along China Slough.

The proposed project objectives are to:

e Improve geomorphic function to increase the potential for more
naturally graded sediment composition and related channel form and
the development of more diverse and ecologically complex riparian
habitat.

e Increase rearing habitat for spring-run Chinook salmon.

e Increase flood conveyance capacity in the Deer Creek watershed and
restore USACE levee freeboard conditions for a 21,000 cubic-feet-per-
second (cfs) event.

e Minimize levee maintenance requirements, repairs, and costs.

e Minimize flood control-related channel maintenance requirements and
costs.

e Minimize impacts to viable agricultural operations for landowners in
the project area along Deer Creek.

ES.4. EIR Preparation and Review Process

Consultation and coordination efforts with Native American Tribes and
regulatory agencies combined with public outreach and involvement
informed the preparation of the draft EIR, as described below.

ES-4



Lower Deer Creek Flood and
Ecosystem Improvement Project, Phase 1 Executive Summary

ES.4.1 Agency and Stakeholder Consultation and Coordination

The project proponent and its consultants, in coordination with DWR, have
conducted a series of outreach meetings since summer 2018 with various
agencies and stakeholders to receive input on project components and other
aspects of the proposed project. The primary focus of these meetings has
been to present project information and obtain input on project components,
as well as generally collaborate with agencies and stakeholders to discuss
project components and issues. Meetings have included representatives from
federal and State agencies and regional and local interests. To date,
outreach has been conducted with the DCWC (calls and in-person meetings
quarterly or more frequent as needed), the SVRIC (calls approximately
quarterly, as needed), and the Abbey of New Clairvaux (in-person meetings
approximately twice per year). Outreach has also been conducted with the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, USACE, the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District, The Nature Conservancy, the Northern California Land Trust, Trout
Unlimited, and American Rivers.

ES.4.2 Public Outreach

Outreach meetings were also conducted with some of the individual
landowners adjacent to the proposed project boundaries to receive input on
project components and other aspects of the proposed project. Landowner
outreach has included the Leininger, Sunseri, Hamilton, Amato, Wood, and
Rumsey families (calls and in-person meetings monthly to twice per year
depending on landowner interest).

In addition, notices regarding the proposed project were mailed to
landowners located along China Slough who would be affected by project
construction. No responses were received.

ES.4.3 Tribal Consultation

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 coordination is required when a Tribe has requested
that a CEQA lead agency consult with them for a specific geographic area.
DWR has not received notification requests pursuant to AB 52 that include
the project area, so AB 52 coordination is not required for the proposed
project. Although AB 52 coordination is not required, consultation efforts
were conducted by DWR in compliance with the California Natural Resources
Agency Tribal Consultation Policy and the DWR Tribal Engagement Policy to
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ensure effective government-to-government consultation between DWR and
Native American Tribes affiliated with the geographic area of the project. A
letter of invitation for tribal engagement was mailed in December 2020 to
the Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians, which was identified as being
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area. To date, no
response has been received.

ES.4.4 Notice of Preparation

On December 9, 2020, DWR issued a notice of preparation (NOP) to inform
agencies and the general public that an EIR was being prepared for the
project. The NOP was published on the DWR project website and the State
Clearinghouse website. The NOP was also mailed to federal, State, and local
regulatory agencies; a Native American Tribe culturally affiliated with the
geographic area of the proposed project; landowners in the project vicinity;
stakeholders; and other interested parties. The NOP included information
regarding the project location, background, objectives, description, and
potential environmental impacts. Written comments on the NOP were
received by DWR from the Native American Heritage Commission and CDFW.

An online public EIR scoping meeting was held on December 15, 2020, to
solicit input on the scope and content of the EIR. Nine comments were
received during the meeting. Written and public comments were taken into
consideration and addressed during preparation of the EIR.

ES.4.5 Review of Draft EIR

This draft EIR is being circulated for a 45-day public review period beginning
November 30, 2021. A notice of availability of the draft EIR is available on
DWR’s website. The draft EIR is available for review during the 45-day public
review period on the CEQAnet web portal by searching for State Clearinghouse
Number 2020120149. Written comments on the draft EIR must be postmarked
no later than 5:00 p.m. on January 14, 2022. Written comments should be
emailed to DWR Environmental Services Section Manager Amy Lyons with the
subject line “Lower Deer Creek Flood and Ecosystem Improvement Project
Public Comment” or mailed to the following address:

California Department of Water Resources
Attn: Amy Lyons

2440 Main Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080
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All comments received by DWR are public records, subject to disclosure
under the Public Records Act. Responses to public comments received on the
draft EIR during the 45-day public and agency comment period will be
included in the final EIR. Public agencies will be provided a minimum 10-day
opportunity to review responses to their comments pursuant to CEQA
requirements. If the proposed project is approved, DWR will publish a notice
of determination, which will trigger a 30-day period in which a legal
challenge to the document may be filed.

ES.5 Description of Project Alternatives

The alternatives evaluated in the draft EIR include a no project alternative
and six project (i.e., build) alternatives.

ES.5.1 No Project Alternative

Under the no project alternative, no construction would occur. There would
be no levee setbacks and improvements or other flood risk reduction
measures in Lower Deer Creek or China Slough. The no project alternative
would allow a continued risk of flooding from levee deficiencies resulting
from the inability to meet levee freeboard criteria. Channel maintenance
would continue to be hindered by regulatory constraints.

ES.5.2 Alternatives A through F

The six project alternatives are referred to as Alternatives A through F. All
six alternatives share common project elements, and each of the six includes
a different levee setback option. The common project elements include
USACE levee raising, floodway and channel migration easements, a new
levee, private levee and berm removal, Red Bridge realignment and
expansion, Leininger road raise, access road raising, a new embankment,
north and south canal cutoff structure installation, and bank protection along
Lower Deer Creek. The common project elements also include vegetation
removal, excavation, and culvert replacement along China Slough

(Figure ES-2).
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Figure ES-2 Project Elements Common to Alternatives A through F

§@) Flow\West

Data Sources

North Canal Cutoff

g §Project Elements - FlowWest 2020 ot Y b= -
= Levees - CA DWR 2018 Structure Installation e
S & - =
) svric | idl % Red Bridge
5 MG 1 : * " Realignment
81 = 2 Alternative and Expansion
g] ® Setback Options
=
o
g 2 . South Canal Cutoff
S ’ Structure Installation
%1
©
g 2
S o
@ ot
NN £
Sl

/

China Slough
Culvert Replacement

Z:}__Active Projects\023-01_Lower Deer CnGIS\APRX\

D J
- : 0
N
‘ h\ f’ 50\)“\P -
~o \ 0 0.75 1.5 Mile
iy oot P I : I I I
® Structures ™\ New Levee 7\ _ China Slough Vegetation Removal
f\_, USACE Levee Raising Bank Protection and Grading
/'~ USACE Levee Removal (for setback) New Embankment Floodway and Channel Migration
"\ USACE Levee Setback "\_ USACE Levee (no improvements) Easements

f\_ Private Levee and Berm Removal

ES-8



Lower Deer Creek Flood and
Ecosystem Improvement Project, Phase 1 Executive Summary

The levee setback options that differentiate each of the project alternatives
differ by how far the existing levees would be set back or moved from their
existing alignment in the area between the SVRIC Dam and Red Bridge. The
floodplain ground surface between the setback levees and the channel would
be lowered through grading to improve geomorphic function. Floodway and
channel migration easements would also be established in this reach, and
private infrastructure affected by levee setbacks and floodplain lowering
would be repaired or replaced. Discussions with adjacent landowners
prompted the evaluation of the multiple setback options (A through F)
described below and shown in Figure ES-3:

e Setback Option A totals 74 acres and includes the maximum acreage
of levee setbacks and floodplain lowering. The maximum levee height
increase would be approximately 2.5 feet, and the maximum levee
height decrease would be approximately 2 feet.

e Setback Option B totals 69.9 acres and includes the maximum acreage
of levee setbacks and floodplain lowering, minus the southern bank
parcel upstream of the SVRIC Dam. The maximum levee height
increase would be approximately 2.5 feet, and the maximum levee
height decrease would be approximately 2 feet.

e Setback Option C totals 57.1 acres and includes the maximum acreage
of levee setbacks and floodplain lowering on the north bank, and a
reduced setback and floodplain lowering extent on the south bank. The
maximum levee height increase would be approximately 2.5 feet, and
the maximum levee height decrease would be approximately 1.5 feet.

e Setback Option D totals 39.7 acres and includes a smaller acreage of
levee setbacks and floodplain lowering on the north bank compared to
Setback Options A through C, and the maximum setback and
floodplain lowering extent on the south bank. The maximum levee
height increase would be approximately 2 feet, and the maximum
levee height decrease would be approximately 1.5 feet.

e Setback Option E totals 29.3 acres of setback area and easements and
includes a smaller acreage of USACE levee setbacks and floodplain
lowering on both north and south banks compared to Setback Options
A through D. The maximum levee height increase would be
approximately 2 feet, and the maximum levee height decrease would
be approximately 1.5 feet.
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Setback Option F would involve no USACE levee setbacks or floodplain
lowering between the SVRIC Dam and Red Bridge, but the levees in
the reach would be raised to meet the freeboard criteria. The
maximum levee height increase would be approximately 5.5 feet, and
the minimum levee height increase would be approximately 1 foot.
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Figure ES-3 Levee Setback Options for Alternatives A through F
between the SVRIC Dam and Red Bridge
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Table ES-1 presents the anticipated excavation and fill amount estimates in
cubic yards for the construction of all six project alternatives. Table ES-2
shows the estimated amount of rearing habitat by alternative at the two-
year and five-year return interval flows (5,500 feet per second [cfs] and
9,900 cfs, respectively) based on hydrodynamic modeling conducted for the
proposed project. Several of the alternatives show similar suitable habitat
acres at the two-year flow, after which they start to diverge. These groups
of similar floodplain habitat have been designated by group number in
Table ES-2.
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Table ES-1 Excavation and Fill Estimates in Cubic Yards for Construction of the Six Project Alternatives

Executive Summary

Alt A Alt A Alt A Alt B Alt B Alt B Alt C AltC Alt C AltD AltD AltD Alt E Alt E Alt E AltF AltF | AltF
Cut Fill Rock Cut Fill Rock Cut Fill Rock Cut Fill Rock Cut Fill Rock Cut Fill Rock
Fill Fill Fill Fill Fill Fill
Red Bridge 21,945 16,099 0 21,945 16,099 0 21,945 16,099 0 21,945 16,099 0 21,945 16,099 0 21,945 | 16,099 0
Replacement and
Upstream
Activities
Levee Setbacks 760,268 88,360 0| 681,829 81,196 0| 616,849 88,704 0| 491,725 90,478 0| 424,776 | 101,918 0 108 | 68,696 0
and Floodplain
Lowering
Activities from 32,637 1,161 380 32,637 1,161 380 32,637 1,161 380 32,637 1,161 380 32,637 1,161 380 32,637 | 1,161 380
SVRIC Dam to
State Route 99
Activities 74,856 1,768 | 1,291 74,856 1,768 | 1,291 74,856 1,768 | 1,291 74,856 1,768 | 1,291 74,856 1,768 | 1,291 74,856 | 1,768 | 1,291
Downstream of
State Route 99
Total 889,706 | 107,388 | 1,670 | 811,267 | 100,224 | 1,670 | 746,287 | 107,732 | 1,670| 621,163 | 109,506 | 1,670 | 554,214 | 120,946 | 1,670 | 129,546 | 87,724 | 1,670

Notes:
Alt = Alternative

SVRIC = Stanford-Vina Ranch Irrigation Company
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Table ES-2 Acres of Suitable Floodplain Habitat by Alternative

Suitable Acres
Group | Alternative Chinook and Steelhead Hardhead
2-Year Flow | 5-Year Flow | 2-Year Flow | 5-Year Flow
1 A 249.6 276.8 135.6 165.3
2 B 241.6 269.7 131.7 157.6
2 C 237.7 2594 131.5 156.3
3 D 223.2 241.9 123.3 141.1
3 E 217.9 230.9 122.6 137.6
4 F 185.5 214.5 100 114.7
4 Existing 183.8 212.0 99.5 115.3

ES.6 Preferred Alternative — Alternative A

The preferred alternative includes the common project elements and Levee
Setback Option A. Alternative A was selected as the preferred alternative
because it includes the largest proposed area in the levee setback reach,
which would provide the greatest environmental benefits compared to other
alternatives and would meet all of the project objectives.

ES.7 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to include an evaluation of potentially
significant effects on the physical environment associated with a proposed
project and to identify feasible mitigation for any significant adverse effects.
During the environmental analysis conducted for the proposed project, the
following resources were eliminated from detailed analysis because no
significant impacts from project implementation are anticipated:

e Energy.

e Forestry Resources.

e Mineral Resources.

e Population and Housing.
e Public Services.

e Recreation.

ES-15



Draft Environmental Impact Report California Department of Water Resources

Implementation of the proposed project would result in potentially significant
and unavoidable impacts to the following resources:

e Agricultural Resources.
e Air Quality.
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

e Noise.

During the impact evaluation, it was also determined that the proposed
project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution
to a cumulatively significant impact on the following resources:

e Air Quality — Increases in emissions above established thresholds.

e Agricultural Resources and Land Use — Permanent loss of important
farmland.

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Increases in emissions above
established thresholds.

Several key differences among the six project alternatives are summarized
below:

e Alternative A would provide the greatest fish rearing habitat benefits
and Alternative F would provide the least; benefits would decrease
from greatest to least in alphabetical order by alternative.

e Alternative A would result in the greatest impacts to agricultural
resources and Alternative F would result in the least; impacts would
decrease from greatest to least in alphabetical order by alternative.

e The wider the setback reach, the less levee maintenance is expected
to be required.

A summary of impact evaluations for all resource topics is presented in
Table ES-3.
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Table ES-3 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures by Resource Topic

Executive Summary

Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation

Aesthetics
Impact AES-1: Substantially degrade the existing No Project NI None required. NI
visual character or quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings.

A through F LTS None required. LTS
Impact AES-2: Create a new source of substantial No Project NI None required. NI
light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

A through F LTS None required. LTS
Agricultural Resources and Land Use
Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique No Project NI None required. NI
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to
nonagricultural use, or cause a significant
environmental impact due to a conflict with a land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure AG-1: If Determined to be Necessary, Establish LTS

Conservation Easements for the Loss of Prime Farmland.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Store and Reuse Topsoil. LTS
Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for No Project NI None required. NI
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract.

A through F PS Mitigation Measure AG-1: If Determined to be Necessary, Establish SuU

Conservation Easements for the Loss of Prime Farmland.
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Air Quality
Impact AIR-1: Conflict with or obstruct No Project LTS None required. LTS
implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
A through F LTS None required. LTS
Impact AIR-2: Result in a cumulatively considerable No Project LTS None required. LTS
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.
A through F PS Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Implement Fugitive Dust and Equipment SuU
Exhaust Control Measures
A through F PS Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Implement Material Hauling NOx Control
Measures
Impact AIR-3: Expose sensitive receptors to No Project LTS None required.
substantial pollutant concentrations.
A through F PS Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Implement Fugitive Dust and Equipment SuU
Exhaust Control Measures
A through F PS Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Implement Material Hauling NOx Control
Measures
Impact AIR-4: Result in other emissions (such as No Project NI None required. NI
those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?
A through F LTS Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Cover Odorous Stockpiles When Not in Use LTS
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Biological Resources — Fish and Aquatic Habitat
Impact FISH-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, No Project S None S
either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any fish species identified as a sensitive or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by NMFS, USFWS, or CDFW.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure FISH-1: Implement Avoidance Work Windows. LTS
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure FISH-2: Implement Measures to Minimize Injury
or Mortality to Fish Species During Dewatering and Diversion
Activities.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure FISH-3: Construction Activities requiring Pile
Driving will be conducted with a Vibratory Pile Driver.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Acquire Appropriate Regulatory Permits,
Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and
Associated Best Management Practices for Grading and Erosion
Control.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Implement a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan to Reduce the Potential for Environmental
Contamination during Construction Activities.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WQ-1: Obtain Appropriate Discharge and
Dewatering Permit and Implementation Provisions for Dewatering.
Impact FISH-2: Interfere Substantially with the No Project NI None required. NI
Movement of any Native Resident or Migratory Fish
Species.
A through F LTS None required. LTS
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation

Biological Resources — Wetlands

Impact WETLAND-1: Have a substantial adverse No Project NI None required. NI
effect on State or federally protected wetlands or

waters through direct removal, filling, hydrological

interruption, or other means.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WETLAND-1: Implement avoidance and LTS
minimization measures for identified wetlands and other waters.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WETLAND-2: Compensate for the loss of state
or federally protected wetlands.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WQ-1: Obtain Appropriate Discharge and

Dewatering Permit and Implementation Provisions for Dewatering.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Acquire Appropriate Regulatory Permits,
Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and
Associated Best Management Practices for Grading and Erosion
Control.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Implement a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan to Reduce the Potential for Environmental
Contamination during Construction Activities.
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Executive Summary

Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Biological Resources — Vegetation
Impact VEG-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, No Project NI None required. NI
either directly or through habitat modification, on any
plant species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or CDFW or USFWS regulations.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure VEG-1: Conduct Focused Surveys for Special- LTS
status Plants and Avoid Impacts, where Feasible.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure VEG-2: If Avoidance of Special-Status Plant
Species is Infeasible, Develop and Implement a Compensatory
Mitigation Plan.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure VEG-3: Prevent the Introduction of Invasive Plant
Species.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Acquire Appropriate Regulatory Permits,
Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and
Associated Best Management Practices for Grading and Erosion
Control.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Implement a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan to Reduce the Potential for Environmental
Contamination during Construction Activities.
Impact VEG-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on No Project NI None required. NI
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural species
or communities identified in the local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or
USFWS through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measures VEG-4: If a Net Loss of Riparian Woodland LTS
Habitat Occurs, Develop and Implement a Compensatory Mitigation
Plan.
Impact VEG-3: Conflict with any local policies or No Project NI None required. NI
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as
tree preservation policy or ordinance, or conflict with
the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation
plan, natural community conservation plan.
A through F NI None required. NI
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Biological Resources — Wildlife
Impact WILDLIFE-1: Have a substantial adverse No Project NI None required. NI
effect, either directly or through habitat modification,
on any wildlife species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or COFW and USFWS
regulations.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-1: Implement a Worker Environmental LTS
Awareness Program.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-2: Implement Protection Measures for
the Western Pond Turtle.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-3: Implement Protective Measures for
Nesting Raptors.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-4: Habitat Protection — Nesting
Migratory Birds.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-5: Tricolored Blackbird Nesting.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-6: Habitat Protection Burrowing Owil.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDIFE-7: Implement Protective Measures
During Removal of Trees That Provide Suitable Bat Roosting Habitat.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-8: Implement Bat Protection
Measures during Construction Activities Under or Within 100 Feet Red
Bridge.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WILDLIFE-9: Implement Protection Measures for
the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.
Impact WILDLIFE-2: Have a substantial adverse No Project NI None required. NI
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural communities identified in the local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or
USFWS.
A through F LTS None required. LTS
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact CR-1: Cause a substantial adverse change No Project NI None required. NI
in the significance of a historical or archaeological
resource as defined in Section 15064.5, or tribal
cultural resources as defined in Public Resources
Code 21074.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure CR-1: Prepare a Treatment Plan and Perform LTS
Treatment to Address the Affected Resources Identified as Significant
and Eligible for the NRHP or CRHR.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure CR-2: Conduct Cultural Resource Awareness
and Sensitivity Training.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure CR-3: Implement Procedures for Inadvertent
Discovery of Archaeological Resources and Implement an Inadvertent
Discovery Plan.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure CR-4: In the Event that Tribal Cultural Resources
or Traditional Cultural Properties are Discovered during Construction,
Implement Procedures to Evaluate and Properly Treat Them.
Impact CR-2: Disturbance of Human Remains, No Project NI None required. NI
including Outside of Formal Cemeteries
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure CR-5: Implement Procedures for the Inadvertent LTS

Discovery of Human Remains.
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation

Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

Impact GEO-1: Directly or indirectly cause potential No Project LTS None required. LTS
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,

injury, or death involving:

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated

on the most recent Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault

zoning map, issued by the State Geologist for the

area or based on other substantial evidence of a

known fault. (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology

Special Publication 42.).

Strong seismic ground shaking.
Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.

A through F LTS None required. LTS
Impact GEO-2: Result in substantial soil erosion or  No Project LTS None required. LTS
the loss of topsoil. Be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Acquire Appropriate Regulatory Permits, LTS
Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and
Associated Best Management Practices for Grading and Erosion
Control.
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Store and Reuse Topsoil.
Impact GEO-3: Directly or indirectly destroy a No Project S None required. S

unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Conduct construction personnel LTS
education, stop work if paleontological resources are discovered,
assess the significance of the find, and prepare and implement a
recovery plan, as required.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Impact GHG-1: Generate greenhouse gas No Project LTS None required. LTS
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment.

A through F PS Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Implement Material Hauling NOx Control SuU
Measures.
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Impact GHG-2: Conflict with an applicable plan, No Project NI None required. NI
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.
A through F PS Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Implement Material Hauling NOx Control SuU
Measures.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HAZ-1: Create a significant hazard to the No Project NI None required. NI
public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prepare and Implement a Spill LTS
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan to Reduce the
Potential for Environmental Contamination during Construction
Activities.
Impact HAZ-2: Create a significant hazard to the No Project NI None required. NI
public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident condition involving
the release of hazardous materials into the
environment.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prepare and Implement a Spill LTS
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan to Reduce the
Potential for Environmental Contamination during Construction
Activities.
Impact HAZ-3: Emit hazardous emissions or handle No Project NI None required. NI
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing
or proposed school.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prepare and Implement a Spill LTS
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan to Reduce the
Potential for Environmental Contamination during Construction
Activities.
Impact HAZ-4: For a project located within an No Project NI None required. NI
airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area.
A through F NI None required. NI
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Impact HAZ-5: Impair implementation of or No Project NI None required. NI
physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure TR-1: Implement a Construction Traffic Control LTS
Plan
Impact HAZ-6: Expose people or structures, either No Project NI None required. NI
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Develop and Implement a Fire Protection LTS
and Prevention Plan.
Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Flood Risk
Impact HH-1: Result in substantial erosion or No Project LTS None required. LTS
siltation on or off site.
A through E LTS/B None required. LTS/B
F LTS None required. LTS
Impact HH-2: Result in flooding on or off site. No Project NI None required. NI
A through E LTS/B None required. LTS/B
F NI/B None required. NI/B
Impact HH-3: Impede or redirect flood flows. No Project NI None required. NI
A through F LTS/B None required. LTS/B
Noise and Vibration
Impact NOI-1: Generate a substantial temporary or  No Project NI None required. NI
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies.
A through F S Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Implement Feasible Measures to Reduce SU
Construction Noise.
Impact NOI-2: Exposure of person to or generation  No Project NI None required. NI
of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels.
A through F LTS None required. LTS
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
Transportation
Impact TR-1: Conflict with program, plan, ordinance No Project NI None required. NI
or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit and roadway facilities.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure TR-1: Prepare and Implement a Construction LTS
Traffic Control Plan.
Impact TR-2: Be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines No Project NI None required. NI
section 15064.3 subdivision (b) Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT).
A through F LTS None required. LTS
Impact TR-3: Substantially increase hazards due to  No Project NI None required. NI
a geometric design feature or incompatible uses.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure TR-2: Enter into a Road Repair Agreement with LTS
Tehama County.
Impact TR-4: Result in inadequate emergency No Project NI None required. NI
access.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure TR-1: Prepare and Implement a Construction LTS
Traffic Control Plan.
Utilities and Service Systems
Impact UTL-1: Require or result in the relocation or  No Project NI None required. NI
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities.
A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure UTL-1: Verify Utility Locations, Coordinate with LTS
Affected Utility Providers, Prepare and Implement a Damage
Response Plan, and Conduct Worker Training with Respect to
Accidental Utility Damage.
Impact UTL-2: Have sufficient water supplies No Project NI None required. NI
available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry,
and multiple dry years.
A through F LTS None required. LTS
Impact UTL-3: Generate solid waste in excess of No Project NI None required. NI

State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals.
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Impact Alternative Impact Significance Mitigation Measure Impact Significance
Before Mitigation After Mitigation
A through F LTS None required. LTS

Water Quality

Impact WQ-1: Violate any water quality standards or No Project LTS None required. LTS
waste discharge requirements or create or contribute

runoff water that would provide substantial additional

sources of polluted runoff.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure WQ-1: Obtain Appropriate Discharge and LTS
Dewatering Permit and Implementation Provisions for Dewatering.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Acquire Appropriate Regulatory Permits,
Prepare and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and
Associated Best Management Practices for Grading and Erosion
Control.

A through F LTS (m) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Implement a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan to Reduce the Potential for Environmental
Contamination during Construction Activities

Wildfires

Impact WF-1: Due to slope, prevailing winds, and NI None required. NI
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby

expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations

from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a

wildfire.

Notes:

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife; CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act; CRHR = California Register of Historic Resources; GHG = greenhouse gas; LTS = less than significant;
LTS/B = less than significant/beneficial; LTS (m) = less than significant with mitigation incorporated; NI = no impact; NI/B = no impact/beneficial; NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service; NOx = nitrogen
oxide; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; PS = potentially significant impact; S = significant impact; SU = significant and unavoidable; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service

ES-28



Lower Deer Creek Flood and Chapter 1
Ecosystem Improvement Project, Phase 1 Introduction

Chapter 1. Introduction

An environmental impact report (EIR) is a document that is required by the
State of California (State) to comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). A draft EIR is the first review document released as part
of the EIR process. Comments received during the draft EIR’s public review
process are evaluated as part of a final EIR process. The final EIR contains a
public agency's response to comments received.

This draft EIR is for the proposed Lower Deer Creek Flood and Ecosystem
Improvement Project (proposed project, or project), located along the lower
8 miles of Deer Creek in Tehama County, California, from 2 miles upstream
of Red Bridge to the confluence with the Sacramento River and along the
lower 2.6 miles of China Slough to its confluence with Deer Creek.

As defined by CEQA, the public agency that has principal authority over
carrying out or approving the proposed project is called the lead agency
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15367). The lead agency also has the
primary responsibility for determining what level of CEQA review is required
for a project and for preparing and approving the appropriate document
(e.g., negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR).

Pursuant to CEQA (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et
seq.), the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is the lead
agency for this proposed project and has the primary responsibility for CEQA
compliance during preparation of this EIR (PRC Section 21067). The Deer
Creek Watershed Conservancy (DCWC) is the project proponent.

This draft EIR was prepared by FlowWest, an environmental consultant
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15084[d][2]), in close coordination with DWR.
This draft EIR discloses environmental information concerning the project
and invites interested parties to comment on the information presented and
the project proposed. This draft EIR also provides detailed information on
the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.

1.1 Purpose of the Draft EIR

This draft EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA guidelines and
requirements. It serves as an informational document in the local planning

1-1



Draft Environmental Impact Report California Department of Water Resources

and decision-making process and does not determine whether the project
will be implemented. CEQA requires that State and local governmental
agencies identify the significant environmental impacts of a project over
which they have discretionary authority and avoid or mitigate those impacts,
if feasible.

The purpose of this draft EIR is to analyze and disclose the proposed
project’s potential effects on the surrounding natural and human
environment. This report informs decision-makers, public agencies, and the
general public of the potential environmental effects of the proposed project,
identifies and evaluates reasonable alternatives to the project, and proposes
feasible mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the project’s significant
environmental effects.

This information must be made available for public review and comment
prior to the proposed project’s approval. In accordance with CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et
seq.), DWR will use the information contained in this draft EIR in deciding
whether to approve the project. This draft EIR may also be considered by
other public agencies when exercising their statutory authority to grant
permits and provide approvals.

The CEQA requirement to determine a “significance threshold” for expected
impacts presents an important or critical feature of the document. Impacts
to be evaluated include those to endangered, threatened, and rare species
and their habitat. If an EIR shows that a project has the potential to harm
species officially listed under either the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the lead agency (DWR
for this project) has a mandatory legal obligation to treat that impact as
significant and to mitigate, if feasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15065[a]).
Thresholds of significance for other resource topics are developed using
applicable regulations, where they exist, or professional judgement.

CEQA requires that an EIR propose mitigation measures for each significant
effect of the project, subject to the approval of an agency governed by
California law, even where the mitigation measure cannot be adopted by the
lead agency. If the proposed project is approved, the lead agency (DWR for
this project) will be responsible for ensuring that the implementation,
monitoring, and reporting of applicable mitigation measures is properly
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completed. Where appropriate, DWR may delegate to another public agency
or to a private entity responsibilities and tasks associated with implementing
the mitigation measures. For the purposes of this document, it is assumed

that all proposed mitigation measures are feasible and can be implemented.

1.2 Project Overview

The proposed project is a multi-benefit project that would restore the design
flood protection level of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
levee system on Lower Deer Creek and construct additional flood control
infrastructure to contain a 21,000 cubic-feet-per-second (cfs) flood event.
The proposed project would also create up to 43 acres of new seasonally
inundated floodplain rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids between the
Stanford-Vina Ranch Irrigation Company (SVRIC) Dam and Red Bridge. In
addition, the proposed project would restore conveyance capacity in China
Slough, a remnant distributary channel from Deer Creek. The various project
elements are intended to improve flood protection, enhance or create new
fisheries habitat, and improve the sediment conditions throughout Lower
Deer Creek, thereby reducing the need for extensive in-channel maintenance
in the future. These project elements include a combination of levee
improvements, bank protection, berm removal, floodway and migration
easements, culvert replacement, vegetation removal, and in-channel and
floodplain grading. More information about the project purpose, need, and
objectives is provided below, and the detailed project description is provided
in Chapter 3, “Project Description.”

The proposed project was developed in close collaboration with the DCWC
and landowners who will directly benefit from the project, as well as several
other key stakeholders from local, State, and federal regulatory agencies.
Working directly with the landowners whose land would be affected by
construction of the project elements has resulted in a proposed project that
would achieve flood protection and ecosystem objectives and would be
responsive to the need to sustain the working agricultural landscape within
the watershed.

1.3 Project Setting

The proposed project would be located along the lower 8 miles of Deer Creek
in Tehama County, California, from 2 miles upstream of Red Bridge to the
confluence with the Sacramento River, and along the lower 2.6 miles of
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China Slough to the confluence with the Sacramento River (see Figure 1-1).
Delaney Slough is also located in the project vicinity.

Deer Creek is a tributary to the Sacramento River and drains from Mt.
Lassen, flowing south and west through bedrock canyons, across a broad
alluvial fan, and along the unincorporated town of Vina before joining the
Sacramento River. Deer Creek is bounded by agricultural lands (in use as
orchards, row crops, and for cattle grazing), by residences on the north and
south banks, and by the town of Vina on the south bank downstream of
State Route 99 (SR 99).

Delaney Slough and China Slough, located south of Deer Creek but within its
floodplain, are remnant distributary channels from Deer Creek. The sloughs
serve as conduits for water on the floodplain from Deer Creek during high
flow events (MacWilliams 2004). Both sloughs drain a small watershed area
south of Deer Creek within its floodplain (United States Geological Survey
2021).
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Figure 1-1 Lower Deer Creek Flood and Ecosystem Improvement Project Location
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1.4 Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the EIR contain a
clear statement of the project objectives, including the underlying purpose of
the project. The project has been formulated to address the purpose, need
and objectives, and to be consistent with statewide planning efforts.

1.4.1 Project Purpose
The purpose of the proposed project is to:

e Reduce flood risk to lands adjacent to Deer Creek by improving the
flood management system.

e Improve the geomorphic functions of Deer Creek.

e Increase and improve spawning and rearing habitat for protected fish
species in Deer Creek.

1.4.2 Project Need

The proposed project is needed to address damaging flooding that impacts
farmland and infrastructure along Lower Deer Creek approximately every

5 to 10 years. In 1949, USACE completed a leveed flood-control project on
the lower 8 miles of Deer Creek, which separated the creek from its
floodplain. The USACE levees were designed to convey a 21,000 cfs storm
flow event with 3 feet of vertical freeboard (i.e., the distance from the levee
crest down to the water surface elevation in the design storm event). A flow
event of 21,000 cfs is approximately equivalent to the 50-year storm event
(meaning there is a 1 in 50 chance that a streamflow of 21,000 cfs will occur
during any year). Since the construction of the USACE levee system,
periodic flooding has occurred as a result of levee failures and overtopping.
Flows lower than 21,000 cfs have caused significant damage to levees,
diversion structures, bank protection, and other infrastructure, as well as to
agricultural lands, along Lower Deer Creek over the past 60 years, including
an 11,900 cfs event in 1974, a 12,200 cfs event in 1983, and a 16,100 cfs
event in 1986 (Deer Creek Watershed Conservancy 2011). The largest flood
in Lower Deer Creek occurred in January 1997 at flows of 24,000 cfs (Deer
Creek Watershed Conservancy 2011). This flood event caused humerous
levee breaches, damaged bank protection, and resulted in costly damages to
infrastructure (United States Army Corps of Engineers 2011). Under existing
conditions, there are multiple locations within the Lower Deer Creek flood-
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control project where the levee freeboard criteria is not met and flows
overtop the levee. The proposed project would increase the flood
conveyance capacity of Lower Deer Creek by restoring the levee freeboard
on the USACE-built levees to design criteria, implementing additional flood
protection measures, and managing vegetation.

The proposed project is also needed to address flooding along China Slough.
China Slough is a source of localized flooding during high flow events from
Sacramento River backwater and flow from Deer Creek. China Slough is
currently overgrown with invasive plant species, including Giant Reed
(Arundo Donax) and Himalayan Blackberry (Rubus armeniacus). During flood
events, excess flows from Deer Creek combine with flows in China Slough.
These flows pass under a road in the town of Vina near the entrance to the
Abbey of New Clairvaux (Abbey), where excessive vegetation and
accumulation of sediment cause it to flood the road during high flows. The
proposed project would remove this invasive vegetation and restore flood
capacity to China Slough.

The proposed project is needed to address existing sediment management
problems that affect flood conveyance capacity, cause excessive erosion,
and degrade habitat. Because of the narrow, confined nature of the leveed
channel, sediment is constrained and unable to move freely under typical
flow conditions, thereby reducing the distribution of sediments of different
sizes throughout the watershed. In higher flow conditions, sediment is
mobilized, consequently creating the scour and erosion issues along the
creek corridor. The scour and erosion exacerbate both flood protection and
habitat degradation issues. Floodplains are critical to maintaining balance in
stream systems, not only for habitat, but because they provide space
adjacent to the creek channel to dissipate high energy (and the associated
increased flow rates of sediment and water) during flood events. Active
in-channel maintenance, dredging, or other activities to remove accumulated
sediment have been limited because of regulatory constraints and have not
occurred regularly since 1987. As a result, additional sediment has
accumulated within the levee corridor and vegetation has established in
those areas of sedimentation, further reducing flood conveyance capacity.
The proposed project would remove vegetation and restore sediment
transport by widening the channel corridor and floodplain.
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The proposed project is also needed to address degraded aquatic habitat
diversity and complexity, and to restore floodplain habitat for native fish
species. Deer Creek is one of only three streams in the Central Valley that
still supports a viable, naturally spawning population of federally threatened
spring-run Chinook salmon (Lindley et al. 2007). Deer Creek was also
recently identified as providing non-natal rearing habitat for the federally
endangered winter-run Chinook salmon (Phillis et al. 2018). Because of the
leveed channel corridor, much of the floodplain along Deer Creek no longer
regularly experiences overbank flows, which has resulted in the elimination,
fragmentation, and degradation of floodplain and instream habitat, and has
reduced potential rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids. In addition,
disturbance of riparian vegetation and the alteration of channel form has
degraded habitat diversity, including habitat for spring-run Chinook salmon
(Deer Creek Watershed Conservancy 2011). Although some rearing habitat
exists in Deer Creek, the existing levee system has effectively eliminated
historical floodplain rearing habitat, likely resulting in reduced survival and
growth of juvenile salmonids in Deer Creek that has been demonstrated on
floodplains in other watersheds (Sommer et al. 2001). The proposed project
would address these recurring habitat, ecosystem, and geomorphic issues
associated with Deer Creek flows by removing vegetation and widening the
channel corridor and floodplain.

1.4.3 Project Objectives

The proposed project is intended to restore the design flood protection level
of the USACE-built levees and enhance it with additional flood protection
measures based on recent hydrodynamic modeling, including widening the
channel, where possible, to restore floodplain connectivity throughout the
watershed. By restoring floodplain connectivity, Deer Creek would be
enabled in many ways to “self-restore” (Deer Creek Watershed Conservancy
2011), in that “the natural processes of flood overflow, sediment transport,
erosion, deposition, native riparian vegetation establishment, and large tree
recruitment” would restore channel and habitat complexity in connected
riparian and floodplain areas. This approach is also intended to reduce the
need for extensive ongoing channel maintenance to preserve flood
conveyance capacity. The levee system must be inspected and maintained
periodically, but the intent of floodplain restoration is that once connectivity
is established, the channel will be self-sustaining and will require little
maintenance.
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The proposed project objectives are to:

e Improve geomorphic function to increase the potential for more
naturally graded sediment composition and related channel form and
the development of more diverse and ecologically complex riparian
habitat.

e Increase rearing habitat for spring-run Chinook salmon.

e Increase flood conveyance capacity in the Deer Creek watershed and
restore USACE levee freeboard conditions for a 21,000 cfs event.

e Minimize levee maintenance requirements, repairs, and costs.
e Minimize flood control-related channel maintenance requirements and costs.

e Minimize impacts to viable agricultural operations for landowners in
the proposed project area along Deer Creek.

The project objectives are consistent with statewide planning efforts
including the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) (California
Department of Water Resources 2020), the California Water Action Plan
(California Natural Resources Agency 2016), and the Water Resilience
Portfolio (California Natural Resources Agency 2020), as described below.

1.4.3.1 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Consistency

The proposed project is well-aligned with the goals and objectives of the
CVFPP. The CVFPP was developed to improve flood risk management in the
Central Valley. The flood risk objectives identified in the CVFPP 2017 Update
(California Department of Water Resources 2017) include improving “flood
conveyance capacity and reducing flood stages in the flood management
system while improving flood system resiliency and facilitating adaptation to
future climate and land use changes” (California Department of Water
Resources 2017). The proposed project meets these goals through the
restoration of the existing flood control infrastructure, addition of new flood
protection measures where needed, and through the installation of additional
floodplain area to buffer the impacts of high flows, creating a more naturally
flood resilient system. In addition, the CVFPP 2017 Update outlines three
“Ecosystem Vitality Outcomes” that the project is set to achieve by reducing
stressors related to the channel confinement on the Lower Deer Creek
ecosystem, improving the riverine and floodplain habitat for spring-run
Chinook salmon and other native species, and increasing the abundance and
diversity of native species in floodplain ecosystems.
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1.4.3.2 California Water Action Plan Consistency

The California Water Action Plan is intended to guide sustainable water
management in California. The three primary goals of the plan are "*more
reliable water supplies, the restoration of important species and habitat, and
a more resilient, sustainably managed water resources system (water
supply, water quality, flood protection, and environment) that can better
withstand inevitable and unforeseen pressures in the coming decades”
(California Natural Resources Agency 2016). The proposed project is directly
aligned with two of the actions outlined in the plan: #4- “Protect and restore
important ecosystems” and #8- “Increase flood protection.”

1.4.3.3 Water Resilience Portfolio Consistency

In April 2019, Governor Newsom directed State agencies through Executive
Order (EO) N-10-19 to develop a “water resilience portfolio” that included a
set of actions to meet California’s water needs through the twenty-first
century. The portfolio identified actions needed to help California move
toward regional water resilience, including measures to “Protect and
Enhance Natural Systems.” The proposed project is directly aligned with the
portfolio action that supports expansion of multi-benefit floodplain projects
across the Central Valley, including projects that reduce flood risk and
restore historical river and floodplain processes.

1.5 EIR Preparation Process

1.5.1 Overview

An EIR is required by CEQA when the lead agency (DWR for this project)
determines that there is substantial evidence that the proposed project may
have impacts on the environment. Based on a preliminary evaluation, DWR
determined that the project could have a significant effect on the
environment and that an EIR should be prepared to analyze those potential
environmental impacts.

1.5.2 Notice of Preparation

After determining that an EIR is required for a project, the lead agency must
send a notice of preparation (NOP) stating that an EIR will be prepared
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15082). The NOP for this draft EIR was circulated
from December 9, 2020, to January 11, 2021. To solicit public input on the
scope and content of the EIR, the NOP was mailed to appropriate local,
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State, and federal agencies, a Native American tribe affiliated with the
project area, and nearby property owners, as well as emailed to other
interested parties (pursuant to PRC 21092.2). The NOP included a general
description of the project location, project background, proposed project
alternatives, and project description, as well as a summary of the potential
environmental impacts of the project. A public EIR scoping meeting was held
online on December 15, 2020. Comments received during the comment
period were taken into consideration during the preparation of this draft EIR
and are summarized in Chapter 7, "Consultation, Coordination, and
Outreach.”

1.6 Organization of the Draft EIR
This draft EIR is organized into the following chapters:

e Chapter 1. Introduction: This chapter describes the purpose of the EIR,
its contents, and the associated EIR review and certification process;
provides an overview of the proposed project; and describes the
project setting, purpose, need, and objectives.

o Chapter 2. Consistency with Applicable Plans and Policies: This chapter
describes the proposed project’s consistency with applicable federal,
State, and local plans, policies, regulations, and laws.

e Chapter 3. Description of Project Alternatives: This chapter includes a
detailed description of the common project elements, the levee
setback options under each project alternative, the construction
techniques and equipment that would be used, and anticipated
maintenance requirements. It also identifies the preferred alternative.

e Chapter 4. Environmental Impact Analysis: This chapter analyzes the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. Impact
discussions are organized by environmental resource topics. Each
resource section includes the environmental setting, regulatory
setting, significance criteria, and a discussion of potential project-
related impacts, including mitigation measures and levels of
significance after mitigation measures are incorporated. Justifications
are provided for eliminating some resource topics from further
discussion. The remaining environmental resource topics that are
addressed within this chapter are as follows:

o Aesthetics

o Agricultural Resources and Land Use
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o Air Quality

o Biological Resources — Fish and Aquatic Habitat

o Biological Resources — Wetlands and Other Waters
o Biological Resources — Vegetation

o Biological Resources — Wildlife

o Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

o Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

o Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

o Hazards and Hazardous Materials

o Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Flood Risk Management
o Noise and Vibration

o Transportation

o Utilities and Service Systems

o Water Quality

o Wildfires

e Chapter 5. Other CEQA Considerations: This chapter summarizes the
potential project-related cumulative impacts to the resource topics
evaluated in Chapter 4, the significant and irreversible environmental
changes associated with the proposed project, the significant and
unavoidable impacts that would remain after implementation of mitigation
measures, and evaluates the potential for growth-inducing impacts.

e Chapter 6. Project Alternatives Comparison: This chapter summarizes
and compares the potential environmental impacts of the six build
alternatives and the “no project” alternative. An environmentally
superior alternative is identified, and alternatives initially considered
but rejected from further consideration are discussed.

e Chapter 7. Consultation, Coordination, and Outreach: This chapter
describes the public scoping process and the agencies, organizations,
and Native American tribe that were consulted during preparation of
this EIR.

o Chapter 8. List of Preparers: This chapter provides a list of EIR
contributors and persons consulted by name and affiliation.
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e Chapter 9. References: This chapter includes a list of references that
were used in the preparation of this EIR, organized by chapter
resource sections.

1.7 Review of the Draft EIR

This draft EIR is being circulated in accordance with PRC Section 21092.2
and will be available for public review for 45 days, pursuant to Section
15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

1.7.1 Where to Review the Draft EIR

DWR filed a notice of completion of this draft EIR with the State Office of
Planning and Research to begin the public review period (PRC Section 21161)
on November 30, 2021. A notice of availability of this draft EIR has been
distributed to responsible and trustee agencies and interested parties and is
available on DWR'’s website.

This draft EIR is available for review during the 45-day public review period
on the CEQAnet web portal by searching for State Clearinghouse Number
2020120149.

1.7.2 Commenting on the Draft EIR

Agencies, organizations, and interested parties have the opportunity to
comment on this draft EIR during the 45-day public review period, from
November 30, 2021, to January 14, 2022. Public comments received during
this review period will become part of the public record and will be included
in the final EIR for consideration by decision-makers. Written comments on
the draft EIR must be postmarked no later than 5:00 p.m. on January 14,
2022. Written comments on this draft EIR should be emailed to DWR
Environmental Services Section Manager Amy Lyons with the subject line
“Lower Deer Creek Flood and Ecosystem Improvement Project Public
Comment” or mailed to the following address:

California Department of Water Resources
Attn: Amy Lyons

2440 Main Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080

All comments received by DWR are public records, subject to disclosure
under the Public Records Act.


https://water.ca.gov/News/Public-Notices
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2020120149/2
mailto:amy.lyons@water.ca.gov
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1.7.3 Final EIR

Responses to public comments received on the draft EIR during the 45-day
public and agency comment period will be included in the final EIR. Public
agencies will be provided a minimum 10-day opportunity to review
responses to their comments pursuant to CEQA requirements. DWR will then
consider, among other things, the information contained in the final EIR as
well as determine the adequacy of the environmental documentation under
CEQA. In compliance with CEQA (CCR Section 15090 [CCR 15090]), prior to
approving the project, DWR shall certify that (1) the final EIR has been
completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) the final EIR was presented to the
decision-making body of DWR and that the decision-making body reviewed
and considered the information contained in the final EIR prior to approving
the project; and (3) the final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent
judgment and analysis.

If the project is approved, DWR will file a notice of determination (NOD) with
the State Clearinghouse within five days of project approval. This filing will
trigger a 30-day period in which a legal challenge to the document may be
filed. CEQA requires that a lead agency neither approve nor carry out a
project, as proposed, unless the significant environmental effects have been
reduced to an acceptable level, or unless specific findings are made attesting
to the infeasibility of altering the project to reduce or avoid environmental
impacts (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093). CEQA also
requires that decision-makers balance the benefits of a proposed project
against its unavoidable environmental risks. If environmental impacts from
the proposed project are identified as significant and unavoidable, DWR may
still approve the project if it is demonstrated that social, economic, or other
benefits of the project outweigh the unavoidable impacts. DWR would then
be required to state in writing the specific reasons for approving the project
based on information presented in the final EIR, as well as other information
in the administrative record for the project. This process is defined as a
“Statement of Overriding Considerations” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).
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1.8 Agency Approvals and Permits

Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR 15124[d]), a humber of
responsible, trustee, and other affected agencies are anticipated to rely on
this draft EIR and related documentation for discretionary actions they may
take in conjunction with the proposed project. The responsible and trustee
agencies for this project, as well as other public agencies with a non-
permitting interest, may include the following State and local agencies and
entities:

e California Air Resources Board (CARB)

e California Department of Conservation (DOC)

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

e California Department of Toxic Substances Control

e (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

e California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
e California Office of Historic Preservation

e California State Lands Commission

e Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB)

e Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB)
e State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

e Tehama County Agricultural Commissioner

e Tehama County Air Pollution Control District (TCAPCD)

e Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (TCFCWCD)

DWR has also extended the same courtesy afforded to trustee agencies to a
Native American tribe affiliated with the project area.

Additionally, this draft EIR may be used by federal, State, and local
permitting agencies to support project decisions and to inform their review
of the project. Table 1-1 presents a list of agencies and their relevant
permits and approvals.
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Table 1-1 Anticipated Permits and Approvals for the Lower Deer
Creek Flood and Ecosystem Improvement Project

Agency

Potential Approval/Permit

State

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

e CFGC Section 1602, Lake or
Streambed Alteration Agreement.

e California Endangered Species Act
consultation.

e CFGC Section 2081(b) Incidental
Take Permit and CFGC Section
2080.1 Determination (if required).

California State Historic Preservation
Officer

e Letter of concurrence with USACE via
the National Historic Preservation Act
(Section 106).

Central Valley Flood Protection Board

e CCR, Title 23 Water Code, Floodway
Encroachment Permit

e Consultation on related matters
associated with project
implementation and within CVFPB
jurisdiction.

Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board

e Federal CWA Section 401 Water
Quality Certification.

e Porter Cologne Water Quality Control
Act Waste Discharge Requirement.

e CWA Section 402 NPDES General
Permit for Storm-water Discharge
associated with construction and land
disturbance activities (Construction
General Permit),General NPDES
Permit under CWA Section 402 for
discharging biological and residual
pesticides to the waters of the United
States for vector control in association
with post-construction activities, as
needed.
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Agency Potential Approval/Permit

e Consultation on related matters
associated with project
implementation and within CVRWQCB
jurisdiction.

California State Lands Commission o State Lands Lease Amendment.

Federal

United States Fish and Wildlife Service e ESA Section 7 Consultation
(Biological Opinion).

e Federal Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act Report.

National Marine Fisheries Service e ESA Section 7 Consultation
(Biological Opinion)

e Essential Fish Habitat Conservation
Recommendations.

United States Army Corps of Engineers | ® CWA Section 404 Permit

e RHA Section 14 (33 USC 408)
Permission

Notes:
CCR = California Code of Regulations

CFGC = Fish and Game Code

CVFPB = Central Valley Flood Protection Board

CVRWQCB = Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
CWA = Clean Water Act

ESA = Endangered Species Act

NHPA = National Historic Preservation Act

NPDES = National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

RHA = Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899

USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USC = United States Code
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Chapter 2. Consistency with Applicable
Plans and Policies

Certain regulations require issuance of permits before project implementation;
other regulations require agency consultation but may not require issuance of
any authorization, permits, or entitlements before project implementation. For
each of the laws and regulations listed below, the proposed project would be
in partial compliance at the time of issuance of the draft EIR. Full compliance
would be achieved prior to, or at the time of, issuance of the NOD under
CEQA. The receipt of federal approvals and/or a signed record of decision are
required for the project to demonstrate full compliance of many federal laws,
regulations, and policies, and to receive federal authorizations and permits.
For CEQA, a NOD is required to begin securing State permits.

Many of the requirements of the federal government are codified under the
United States Code (USC), as described below. Where a more common name
for a law or regulation is typically used, it is listed by the name with a
reference to the corresponding USC section.

2.1 Federal Plans, Policies, Regulations, or Laws

2.1.1 Aesthetics

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to aesthetics apply to
the alternatives under consideration.

2.1.2 Agricultural Resources and Land Use

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to agricultural
resources or land use apply to the alternatives under consideration.

2.1.3 Air Quality

2.1.3.1 Clean Air Act of 1963

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the adoption of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect the public health and welfare from the
effects of air pollution. As discussed in Section 4.4, “Air Quality,” there are
six criteria air pollutants of nationwide concern: ozone, carbon monoxide
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(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (S0O>), lead, particulate matter
with diameters 10 micrometers and smaller (PMi1o), and particulate matter
with diameters 2.5 micrometers and smaller (PM2.5). The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) established primary and secondary NAAQS that
specify allowable ambient concentrations for the criteria pollutants. The CAA
also requires each State to prepare an air quality control plan referred to as
a State implementation plan.

The project incorporates mitigation measures to address air quality impacts;
but, project construction activities may exceed air quality standards, as
discussed in Section 4.4, “Air Quality.”

2.1.4 Biological Resources — Fish and Aquatic Habitat

2.1.4.1 Endangered Species Act of 1973

Pursuant to the ESA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) have regulatory authority over
federally listed species. Under the ESA, an incidental take statement is
required for any federal action that may harm an individual of that species.
Under federal regulation, take is further defined to include habitat
modification or degradation where it would be expected to result in death or
injury to listed wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral
patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. ESA Section 7 outlines
procedures for federal interagency cooperation to conserve federally listed
species and designated critical habitat. ESA Section 7(a)(2) requires federal
agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS to ensure that they are not
undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize
the continued existence of listed species, or result in destruction or adverse
modification of designated critical habitat.

A list of threatened and endangered species and designated critical habitat
that may be affected by the project was obtained from USFWS in 2018 (see
Appendix E, “Biological Resources Assessment”), and impacts are described
in Sections 4.5, "Biological Resources — Fish and Aquatic Habitat,”

4.7 “Biological Resources — Vegetation” and 4.8 “Biological Resources —
Wildlife.”
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2.1.4.2 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

NMFS is the lead agency responsible for the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act. Compliance with this act is required once
consultation under Section 7 of the federal ESA is underway. Requirements of
this act will be met through the Section 7 consultation process in the next
phase of the project.

2.1.4.3 Clean Water Act, Section 401

The EPA is the lead federal agency responsible for water quality
management. The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 is the primary federal law
that governs and authorizes water quality control activities by the EPA as
well as the State. CWA Section 401 establishes a requirement that a federal
agency may not issue a permit or waiver for any activity that involves the
discharge into waters of the United States unless a Section 401 water
qualification is issued.

By complying with these laws and obtaining necessary permits, the proposed
project would be consistent with the CWA, Section 401.

2.1.4.4 Clean Water Act, Section 402

CWA Section 402 regulates discharges through National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) and State waste discharge requirements
(WDRs). By complying with this law and obtaining necessary permits for any
discharges into navigable waters during construction of the proposed
project, the proposed project would be consistent with the CWA,

Section 402.

2.1.4.5 Clean Water Act, Section 404

CWA Section 404 establishes a requirement for a project applicant to obtain
a permit from USACE before engaging in any activity that involves discharge
of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including
wetlands. Fill material means material placed in waters of the United States
where the material has the effect of replacing any portion of a water of the
United States with dry land or changing the bottom elevation of any portion
of a water of the United States. Under Section 404 of the CWA, USACE
regulates and issues permits for activities that involve the discharge of
dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States. Fill of less than

0.5 acre of non-tidal waters of the United States for a variety of projects can

2-3



Draft Environmental Impact Report California Department of Water Resources

generally be authorized under USACE’s Nationwide Permit (NWP) Program,

provided that the project satisfies the terms and conditions of the particular
NWP. Fills that do not qualify for an NWP or regional general permit require
an individual permit.

Before USACE can issue a permit under CWA Section 404, it must determine
that the project is in compliance with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.
The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines specifically require that “no discharge of
dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative
to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the
aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant
adverse environmental consequences” (Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
Title 40, Section 230.10[a][40 CFR 230.10(a)]). Based on this provision,
DWR is required to evaluate opportunities that would result in less adverse
effects on the aquatic ecosystem. A permit cannot be issued, therefore, in
circumstances where a least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative exists that would fulfill the project purpose. An alternative is
practicable if it is available and capable of being done after cost, existing
technology, and logistics are taken into consideration in light of the overall
project purpose as determined by USACE.

By complying with these laws and obtaining necessary permits, the proposed
project would be consistent with the federal CWA, Section 404.

2.1.5 Biological Resources — Wetlands

2.1.5.1 Clean Water Act, Section 401

For more information on the CWA, Section 401, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.3.

2.1.5.2 Clean Water Act, Section 402

For more information on the CWA, Section 402, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.4.

2.1.5.3 Clean Water Act, Section 404

For more information on the CWA, Section 404, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.5.
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2.1.6 Biological Resources — Vegetation

2.1.6.1 Endangered Species Act of 1973

For more information on the ESA, please see the description provided above
in Section 2.1.4.1.

2.1.6.2 Clean Water Act, Section 401

For more information on the CWA, Section 401, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.3.

2.1.6.3 Clean Water Act, Section 402

For more information on the CWA, Section 402, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.4.

2.1.6.1.4 Clean Water Act, Section 404

For more information on the CWA, Section 404, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.5.

2.1.7 Biological Resources — Wildlife

2.1.7.1 Endangered Species Act of 1973

For more information on the ESA, please see the description provided above
in Section 2.1.4.1.

2.1.7.2 Clean Water Act, Section 401

For more information on the CWA, Section 401, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.3.

2.1.7.3 Clean Water Act, Section 402

For more information on the CWA, Section 402, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.4.

2.1.7.4 Clean Water Act, Section 404

For more information on the CWA, Section 404, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.5.
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2.1.7.5 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, established in 1918, prohibits the take of
protected migratory bird species without prior authorization by the
Department of Interior USFWS to ensure the sustainability of populations of
all protected migratory bird species.

2.1.8 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

2.1.8.1. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) and its
implementing regulations (36 CFR 800, as amended in 2004) require federal
agencies to consider the potential effects of their proposed undertakings on
historic properties. Historic properties are cultural resources that are listed,
or are eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
(36 CFR 800.16[1]). Undertakings include activities directly carried out,
funded, or permitted by federal agencies. Federal agencies must also allow
the Advisory Council on Historic Properties to comment on the proposed
undertaking and its potential effects on historic properties.

2.1.8.2. National Register of Historic Places

The NRHP is the official list of the United States’ historic places worthy of
preservation. It was authorized by the NHPA to support public and private
efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect America’s historic and
archaeological resources.

2.1.9 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

2.1.9.1 Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act

The Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act was established as a long-term
earthquake hazard reduction program for the United States. The program is
led by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and National Science
Foundation. The goal of the Act is to minimize losses resulting from
earthquakes.

The proposed project would comply with the Act by adopting earthquake
hazard reduction guidelines by federal, State, and local governments.
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2.1.9.2 Federal Emergency Management Agency and Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 44, Section 65.10

Section 65.10 describes the information that Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) required in order to recognize in its flood hazard and risk
mapping effort those levee systems that meet, and continue to meet,
minimum design, operation, and maintenance standards that are consistent
with the level of protection sought through floodplain management criteria
(Federal Emergency Management Agency 2012). Design of the project would
be consistent with FEMA's floodplain management criteria.

2.1.9.3 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Engineering Criteria, Technical
Letters, and Engineering Regulations

USACE has developed engineering criteria related to incorporating safety

into the design of levees. Levees included in the project vicinity are federally

authorized and fall within USACE's jurisdiction. USACE technical criteria in

the following list would be used as guidance unless noted otherwise.

e Design and Construction of Levees. Engineering Criteria 1110-2-1913.
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2000)

e Design Guidance for Levee Underseepage. Engineering Technical Letter
1110-2-569. (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2005).

e USACE Process for the National Flood Insurance Program Levee
Systems Evaluation. Engineering Circular 1110-2-6067. (U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers 2010).

e Earthquake Design and Evaluation for Civil Works Projects. Engineer
Regulation 1110-2-1806. (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2016).

The levee evaluation for the project area conforms to the engineering criteria
established by USACE for assessing and repairing levees.

2.1.10 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

2.1.10.1 Safe Affordable Fuel-Efficient “SAFE” Vehicles Rule

This rule, issued on March 31, 2020, by the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration and EPA, developed energy resources regulations to improve
the efficiency of cars and light-, medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles. Project
construction would use the appropriate vehicles for construction to minimize
energy waste.

2-7



Draft Environmental Impact Report California Department of Water Resources

2.1.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

2.1.11.1 Federal Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know
Act of 1986

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act was created in
1986 by the EPA to help communities plan for chemical emergencies. The
Act also requires industry to report on the storage, use, and releases of
hazardous substances to federal, State, and local governments. This
information is used by State and local governments and Indian tribes to
prepare for potential risks resulting from chemical emergencies.

The proposed project would report the storage, use, and release of
hazardous substances during the construction phase to federal, State, and
local governments.

2.1.11.2 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) was adopted in 1976.
The law governs the disposal of solid and hazardous waste. The RCRA is an
amendment to the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965. Under the RCRA, the
solid waste program, hazardous waste program, and underground storage
tank program were established.

Construction during the proposed project would involve outlining and
following processes in which solid or hazardous waste would be disposed.

2.1.12 Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Flood Risk Management

2.1.12.1 National Flood Insurance Program

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) covers communities that adopt
and enforce ordinances that meet or exceed FEMA requirements.
Consistency with the NFIP would be achieved through the project’s
improvement of flood protection.

2.1.12.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 408 Permission

The sole authority to grant permission for temporary or permanent
alterations of USACE-constructed public works projects, including the Deer
Creek Flood Control Project, is contained in Section 14 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1899 and codified in 33 USC 408. Approval for any
modifications, alterations, or occupation of public works projects is granted
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through the USACE Section 408 program. DWR has initiated this process for
the project with USACE, which will evaluate the project for impacts to flood
conveyance, structural integrity, operation and maintenance (O&M), National
Environmental Policy Act requirements, and flood-fighting capabilities, as
well as meeting USACE policy and criteria. Engineering Circular 1165-2-216
provides the policies and procedural guidance that USACE districts follow in
processing requests.

Section 408 applies to the USACE levee raising and levee setback elements
of the project, and consistency will be determined through continued
coordination with USACE.

2.1.12.3 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Design and Construction of
Levees Manual

The USACE Design and Construction of Levees Manual outlines design and
construction requirements for levees that are constructed, reconstructed,
raised, enlarged, or modified within floodways (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 2000).

2.1.13 Noise and Vibration

2.1.13.1 Federal Noise Control Act of 1972

The EPA Office of Noise Abatement and Control was established to
coordinate federal noise control activities. The Office of Noise Abatement and
Control subsequently established programs and guidelines in response to the
Federal Noise Control Act of 1972 to identify and address the effects of noise
on public health and welfare, and the environment. The proposed project
would follow the guidelines for noise set by the EPA.

2.1.13.2 Federal Transit Administration Guidelines for Assessing
Groundborne Vibration
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) (Federal Transit Administration
2018) developed guidelines for assessing the significance of vibration
produced by transportation sources and construction activity. To address
human response (annoyance) to ground-borne vibration, the FTA has
established maximum-acceptable vibration thresholds for different land uses.
These guidelines recommend 72 vibration decibels (dB) for residential uses
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and buildings where people normally sleep when the source of vibrations is
frequent in nature. FTA guidelines also provide criteria for ground-borne
vibration effects with respect to building damage during construction
activities (Federal Transit Administration 2018). According to FTA guidelines,
a vibration-damage criterion of 0.20 in/sec PPV (peak particle velocity)
should be considered for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings such
as those expected in the project site; therefore, these guidelines apply to
the impact analysis and project construction.

2.1.14 Transportation

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to transportation apply
to the alternatives under consideration.

2.1.15 Utilities and Service Systems

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to utilities and service
systems apply to the alternatives under consideration.

2.1.16 Water Quality

2.1.16.1 Clean Water Act, Section 303(d)

Section 303(d) of the CWA authorizes the EPA to assist States, territories,
and authorized tribes in listing impaired waters and developing total
maximum daily loads for these waterbodies.

2.1.16.2 Clean Water Act, Section 401

For more information on the CWA, Section 401, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.3.

2.1.16.3 Clean Water Act, Section 402

For more information on the CWA, Section 402, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.4.

2.1.16.4 Clean Water Act, Section 404

For more information on the CWA, Section 404, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.1.4.5.
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2.1.17 Wildfires

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to wildfires apply to
the alternatives under consideration.

2.2 State Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws

2.2.1 Aesthetics

No State plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to aesthetics apply to
the alternatives under consideration.

2.2.2 Agricultural Resources and Land Use

2.2.2.1 California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act)

The Williamson Act is one of California’s primary agricultural conservation
tools. Under this law, local governments can enter into contracts with private
property owners to protect land (within agricultural preserves) for
agricultural and open space purposes. Williamson Act contract initial terms
are required to be a minimum of 10 years and are automatically extended
each year for an additional year unless either party (landowner or the
contracting city or county) notifies the other of the intent to not renew the
contract. In return, the landowner is guaranteed a relatively stable tax rate,
based on the value of the land for agricultural or open space use only, which
is unaffected by its development potential.

The Williamson Act addresses “compatible” uses. CCR 51238.1 states that
uses approved on contracted lands shall be consistent with the principles of
compatibility, listed below:

e The use will not significantly compromise the long-term productive
agricultural capability of the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on
other contracted lands in agricultural preserves.

e The use will not significantly displace or impair current or reasonably
foreseeable agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or
parcels or on other contracted lands in agricultural preserves.

e The use will not result in the significant removal of adjacent contracted
land from agricultural or open space use.

With implementation of mitigation measures in Section 4.3, “Agricultural
Resources and Land Use,” the proposed project would comply with the
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Williamson Act by following appropriate procedures to cancel Williamson Act
contracts (if cancellation is necessary) and would implement additional
mitigation if determined to be necessary.

2.2.2.2 California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

Under the DOC, this program produces maps and statistical data used for
analyzing impacts on California’s agricultural resources. Agricultural land is
rated according to soil quality and irrigation status, with the best quality land
classified as Prime Farmland. The maps are updated every two years with
the use of a computer mapping system, aerial imagery, public review, and
field reconnaissance (California Department of Conservation 2021).

Farmland impacts are described in Section 4.3, “Agricultural Resources and
Land Use.” The proposed project would conflict with laws that protect
important farmland.

2.2.3 Air Quality

2.2.3.1 California Air Resources Board — Airborne Toxic Control
Measures
CARB is responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in
California and for other emission sources, such as consumer products and
certain off-road equipment. CARB also establishes passenger vehicle fuel
specifications. Airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs), including the
following relevant measures, are implemented to address sources of toxic air
contaminants (TACs):

e ATCM for Diesel Particulate Matter from Portable Engines Rated at 50
Horsepower and Greater.

e ATCM to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.

e ATCM to Reduce Particulate Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines —
Standards for Non-vehicular Diesel Fuel.

e ATCM for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines.

2.2.3.1 California Clean Air Act

The TCAPCD is responsible for air quality planning and development of the
air quality plan for all of Tehama County, which encompasses the entire
proposed project area. The TCAPCD air quality plan establishes the
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strategies used to achieve compliance with the NAAQS and State Ambient
Air Quality Standards in all areas within the TCAPCD jurisdiction. TCAPCD, in
coordination with other local air agencies, develops rules and regulations and
emission reduction programs to control emissions of criteria air pollutants,
ozone precursors, TACs, odors within its jurisdiction, and the Sacramento
federal nonattainment areas of ozone and PMz 5. Authority to construct
would be requested from TCAPCD prior to the start of project
implementation, which would ensure compliance with the California CAA.

2.2.4 Biological Resources — Fish and Aquatic Habitat

2.2.4.1 California Endangered Species Act

CESA directs State agencies to not approve projects that would jeopardize
the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or result in
the destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued
existence of a species. CESA also states that reasonable and prudent
alternatives shall be developed by CDFW, together with the project
proponent and any State lead agency, that are consistent with conserving
the species, while also maintaining the project purpose to the greatest
extent possible.

With implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 4.5,
“Biological Resources — Fish and Aquatic Habitat,” Section 4.6, “Biological
Resources — Vegetation,” and Section 4.7, “Biological Resources — Wildlife,”
the proposed project would be in compliance with CESA.

2.2.4.2 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602

Section 1602 requires an entity to notify the CDFW prior to commencing any
activity that may do one or more of the following: substantially divert or
obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream or lake; substantially change
or use any material from the bed, channel or bank of any river, stream, or
lake; or deposit debris, waste or other materials that could pass into any
river, stream, or lake.

CDFW would require a streambed alteration agreement prior to construction
of the proposed project. This agreement would be obtained prior to
construction and all agreement terms and conditions would be complied with
during construction.
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2.2.4.3 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act was created in 1969, and
requires regional water quality control boards to develop basin plans and
water quality objectives. The Porter-Cologne Act defines “waters of the
State” as water bodies with boundaries in the State, including any surface or
groundwater, whether fresh or saline. The intent of the act is to provide a
comprehensive program to protect water quality and beneficial uses of water
by regulating waste discharges. Waste discharges may include such
substances as discharges of fill and dredged material into waters of the
State. CEQA requires that environmental analyses consider the impact of
projects on water quality.

Section 4.17, "Water Quality,” identifies potentially significant impacts
related to waste discharges and provides mitigation to reduce these potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level. All CVRWQCB requirements would be
complied with during project implementation.

2.2.5 Biological Resources — Wetlands and Other Waters

2.2.5.1 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602

For more information on California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) Section
1602, please see the description provided above in Section 2.2.4.2.

2.2.5.2 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

For more information on the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,
please see the description provided above in Section 2.2.4.3.

2.2.6 Biological Resources — Vegetation

2.2.6.1 California Endangered Species Act

For more information on CESA, please see the description provided above in
Section 2.2.4.1.

2.2.6.2 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602

For more information on the CFGC Section 1602, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.2.4.2.
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2.2.6.3 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

For more information on the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,
please see the description provided above in Section 2.2.4.3.

2.2.7 Biological Resources — Wildlife

2.2.7.1 California Endangered Species Act

For more information on CESA, please see the description provided above in
Section 2.2.4.1.

2.2.7.2 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602

For more information on the CFGC Section 1602, please see the description
provided above in Section 2.2.4.2.

2.2.7.3 California Fish and Game Code, Fully Protected Species

Four sections of the CFGC — Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 — list a
total of 37 fully protected species. These statutes prohibit take or possession
of fully protected species. With implementation of the mitigation measures
included in Section 4.8, “"Biological Resources — Wildlife,” the proposed
project would be in compliance with Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 of
the CFGC.

2.2.7.4 California Fish and Game Code, Protection of Bird Nests and
Raptors

Section 3503 of the CFGC states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird and any raptors (i.e., species
in the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes), including their nests or eggs.
With implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 4.8,
“Biological Resources — Wildlife,” the proposed project would be in
compliance with Section 3503 of the CFGC.

2.2.7.5 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

For more information on the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,
please see the description provided above in Section 2.2.4.3.
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2.2.8 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

2.2.8.1 California Assembly Bill 52

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (enacted in 2015) established a consultation process
with all California Native American Tribes on the Native American Heritage
Commission list, including both federally and non-federally recognized tribes.
It also established a new class of resources, Tribal Cultural Resources, and
requires consideration of Tribal cultural values in determining project impacts
and mitigation along with requirements for Tribal notice and meaningful Tribal
consultation. AB 52 also required amendments to CEQA related to Tribal
consultation and Tribal cultural resources, which were adopted in 2016.

DWR had no notification requests pursuant to AB 52 for the project area.
DWR and California Natural Resource Agency (CNRA) do, however, have
tribal engagement policies (see California Natural Resources Agency — Tribal
Consultation Policy).

2.2.8.2 California Health and Safety Code 7050.5

California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 prohibits the disturbance of any
human remains in or from any location other than a dedicated cemetery
without authority of law. The general provisions also state that in the event of
discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a
dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the
site or any nearby area until the county coroner has made their determination.

2.2.8.3 California Native American Historical, Cultural, and Sacred
Sites Act

The California Native American Historical, Cultural, and Sacred Sites Act
applies to both State and private lands. The Act requires that upon discovery
of human remains, that construction or excavation activity cease and that
the county coroner be notified. If the remains are of a Native American, the
coroner must notify the NAHC. The NAHC then notifies those persons most
likely to be descended from the Native American’s remains. The Act
stipulates the procedures the descendants may follow for treating or
disposing of the remains and associated grave goods. The project has
incorporated mitigation measures to ensure protection of human remains in
the event they are discovered, which are described in Section 4.9, “Cultural
and Tribal Cultural Resources.”
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2.2.8.4 California Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act was
adopted in 2001, and requires all agencies and museums that receive State
funding that have possession or control over collections of California Native
American human remains or cultural items, as defined, to inventory those
remains and items for the identification and repatriation of the items to the
appropriate Indian tribes.

2.2.8.5 California Natural Resources Agency — Tribal Consultation
Policy
On September 19, 2011, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., issued EO B-10-
11, which provides, among other things, that it is the policy of the
administration that every State agency and department subject to executive
control to implement effective government-to-government consultation with
California Indian Tribes. Key components of the CNRA Tribal Consultation
Policy are outreach, designated tribal liaisons, a tribal liaison committee,
access to contact information, and training for employees implementing this
policy. DWR reached out to the one tribe identified by NAHC as
geographically associated with the project area pursuant to this engagement

policy.

2.2.8.6 California Register of Historical Resources

The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) established a list of
those properties which are to be protected from substantial adverse change
(PRC Section 5024.1). A historical resource may be listed in the CRHR if it
meets any of the following criteria:

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

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important in California’s past.

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important
creative individual, or possesses high artistic value.

4. It has yielded or is likely to yield information important in prehistory or
history.
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Similar to the criteria requirements of the National Register, a resource must
meet one of the above criteria and retain integrity. The CRHR uses the same
seven aspects of integrity as the National Register. The CRHR includes
properties that are listed or have been formally determined to be eligible for
listing in the National Register, State Historical Landmarks, and eligible
Points of Historical Interest. Other resources require nomination for inclusion
in the CRHR. These may include resources contributing to the significance of
a local historic district, individual historical resources, historical resources
identified in historic resource surveys conducted in accordance with State
Historic Preservation Office procedures, historic resources or districts
designated under a local ordinance consistent with State Historical Resources
Commission procedures, and local landmarks or historic properties
designated under local ordinance.

A cultural resources sensitivity analysis report was prepared for the
proposed project by Horizon Water and Environment, LLC in April 2019. The
report utilizes the CRHR for the analysis.

2.2.8.7 Native American Heritage Commission and California Public
Resources Code Requirements

The NAHC identifies and catalogs places of special religious or social
significance to Native Americans and known graves and cemeteries of Native
Americans on private lands, identifies the Native American group most likely
descended from those Native Americans who may be interred on the project
property, makes recommendations related to Native American sacred places
that are located on private lands for acquisition by the State or other public
agencies for the purpose of facilitating or assuring access thereto by Native
Americans, assists Native Americans in obtaining appropriate access to
sacred places that are located on public lands for ceremonial or spiritual
activities, and performs other duties regarding the preservation and
accessibility of sacred sites and burials and the disposition of Native
American human remains and burial items.

NAHC makes recommendations to the Director of California State Parks and
the California Arts Council relative to the California State Indian Museum and
other Indian matters touched upon by department programs. NAHC may
also bring action to prevent severe and irreparable damage to or assure
appropriate access for Native Americans to a Native American sanctified
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cemetery, place of worship, religious or ceremonial site, or sacred shrine
located on public property, pursuant to PRC Section 5097.97. NAHC
mediates, upon application of either of the parties, disputes arising between
landowners and known descendants relating to the treatment and disposition
of Native American human burials, skeletal remains, and items associated
with Native American burials.

Section 21084.3 identifies mitigation measures that include avoidance and
preservation of tribal cultural resources and treating tribal cultural resource
with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural
values and meaning of the resource. The project has incorporated mitigation
measures to ensure protection of tribal cultural resources, which are
described in Section 4.9, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources.”

2.2.9 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

2.2.9.1 Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

The purpose of this act is to ensure public safety by prohibiting the siting of
structures designed for human occupancy across the traces of active faults,
where those faults constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface
faulting or fault creep.

The proposed project would not entail the construction of any structures
designed for human occupancy, and there are no active faults within 5 miles
of the project area.

2.2.9.2 Central Valley Flood Protection Board Levee Standards (California
Code of Regulations Title 23, Division 1, Article 8, Sections 111-137)

The CVFPB levee standards govern the design and construction of
encroachments which affect the flood control works and floodways and are
used by the board for the regulation of encroachments. The standards apply
to any work within the limits of, or which can affect, any authorized flood
control project or any adopted plan of flood control. These standards also
provide the public with information needed to prepare and submit
encroachment applications to the board.

Construction of the levee setbacks and improvements for the proposed

project would abide by the standards set forth in CCR Title 23 (23 CCR),
Division 1, Article 8, Sections 111-137.
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2.2.9.3 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans

A stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) is required to obtain an
NPDES permit. SWPPPs help the EPA to preserve and improve water quality.
SWPPPs are site-specific documents that identify the site activities and
conditions and steps that would be taken to prevent the discharge of any
unpermitted pollution. A SWPPP would be prepared by the contractor for the
project to comply with NPDES.

2.2.9.4 Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was established in 1990, and directs the
Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey to identify and
map areas prone to earthquake hazards of liquefaction, earthquake-induced
landslides and amplified ground shaking (California Department of
Conservation 2021). The act established a mapping program for areas that
have the potential for liquefaction, landslide, strong ground shaking, or other
earthquake and geologic hazards. The act also specifies that the lead agency
for a project may withhold development permits until geologic or soils
investigations are conducted for specific sites and mitigation measures are
incorporated into plans to reduce hazards associated with seismicity and
unstable soils. The risk of geologic hazards is analyzed in Section 4.10,
“Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources.”

2.2.10 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

2.2.10.1 California Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act

AB 32 sets the overall goals for reducing California’s greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill (SB) 32 codified an overall
goal for reducing California’s GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030. EOs S-3-05 and B-16-2012 further extend this goal to 80 percent
below 1990 levels by 2050. CARB has completed rulemaking to implement
several GHG emission reduction regulations and continues to investigate the
feasibility of implementing additional GHG emission reduction regulations.
These include the low-carbon fuel standard, which reduces GHG emissions
associated with fuel usage, and the renewable portfolio standard, which
requires electricity suppliers to increase the amount of electricity generated
from renewable sources to 33 percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030.
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CARB approved the first update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan on May 22, 2014
(California Air Quality Resources Board 2014). This update defines climate
change priorities for the next 5 years and also sets the groundwork to reach
long-term goals set forth in EOs S-3-05 and B-16-2012. The update also
highlights California’s progress toward meeting the near-term 2020 GHG
emission reduction goals and evaluates how to align the State’s longer term
GHG reduction strategies with other State policy priorities for water, waste,
natural resources, clean energy, transportation, and land use. CARB updated
the Scoping Plan to reflect progress since 2005, additional reduction
measures, and plans for reductions beyond 2020. CARB released and
adopted a 2017 Scoping Plan Update (California Air Quality Resources Board
2017) to reflect the 2030 target set by EO B-30-15 and codified by SB 32.

Emissions from project construction would be consistent with AB 32.

2.2.10.2 Cadlifornia Senate Bill 32

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 designates CARB as the
State agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of
greenhouse gases. CARB is required to approve a statewide GHG emissions
limit equivalent to the statewide GHG emissions level in 1990 to be achieved
by 2020 and to adopt rules and regulations in an open public process to
achieve the maximum, technologically feasible, and cost-effective GHG
emissions reductions.

2.2.10.3 California Senate Bill 100

SB 100 updated the Renewable Portfolio Standard in 2018 to require

50 percent renewable resources by the end of 2026, 60 percent by the end
of 2030, and 100 percent renewable energy and zero carbon resources by
2045.

Construction for the proposed project would comply with SB 100 by
quantifying and sharing energy use with the State of California.

2.2.10.4 California Senate Bill 350

SB 350 established a California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below
1990 levels and sets a renewable portfolio goal of 50 percent by 2030, along
with encouraging energy efficiency savings and electrification of
transportation.
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Construction for the proposed project would comply with SB 350 by
quantifying and sharing GHG use with the State of California.

2.2.10.5 California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan

The California 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan was adopted by CARB,
setting a goal to reduce GHG emissions to an additional 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030, under SB 32’s requirements. The plan details the
State’s strategy for achieving the State’s GHG targets, and includes energy-
related goals and policies. Emissions from project construction would be
consistent with California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan.

2.2.10.6 Executive Order B-55-18

EO B-55-18 signed by Governor Brown set a goal of statewide carbon
neutrality by 2045 and net negative emissions thereafter. Energy resource-
related regulations, policies, and plans at the State level require the regular
analysis of energy data and developing recommendations to reduce
statewide energy use and setting requirements on the use of renewable
energy sources.

Construction for the proposed project would comply with EO B-55-18 by
quantifying and reporting energy use to the State of California.

2.2.10.7 Executive Order S-3-05

EO S-3-05 established specific GHG targets for California, which include
reducing California emission levels in 2010 to 2000 levels, 2020 to 1990
levels, and 2050 to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

2.2.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

2.2.11.1 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 2, Chapter 4,
Article 3, Section 1723.1

Section 1723.1 regulates the plugging of oil and gas zones. These
regulations, which are administered by the California Department of Qil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), prescribed the depth intervals
which must be cemented as well as the materials that are allowable in
plugging practices. To receive a permit from DOGGR for a plugged and
abandoned cased well, a cement plug must be inserted in the well,
extending at least 100 feet above the top of a landed liner, the uppermost
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perforations, the casing cementing point, the water shut-off holes, or the oil
or gas zone — whichever is highest. Natural gas facilities within the project
area will be handled in accordance with this regulation during project
implementation.

There are no known wells in the proposed project area. But, if any are
encountered, the project proponent will ensure compliance with
Section 1723.1 for project safety.

2.2.11.2 California Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List)

California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to develop an updated Hazardous
Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List at least once per year. The
Cortese list is mostly developed by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control under CalEPA. The list is used as a planning document
by agencies and developers to comply with CEQA requirements.

The Cortese list was used to determine if any hazardous waste or substances
are known to occur in the proposed project area.

2.2.11.3 Cadlifornia Hazardous Waste Control Act

The Hazardous Waste Control Act was enacted in 2014 to establish
regulations that ensure generators of hazardous waste employ technology
and management practices for the safe handling, treatment, recycling, and
destruction of hazardous wastes prior to disposal (Justia 2014).

The proposed project would follow regulations for the disposal of hazardous
wastes as outlined in the Hazardous Waste Control Act during the
construction phase.

2.2.11.4 Hazardous Substances Account Act

The Hazardous Substances Account Act was enacted in 2017 to establishes a
program to provide for releases of hazardous substances, compensate
persons for out-of-pocket medical expenses, lost wages, or business income
resulting from injuries caused by exposure to releases of hazardous
substances. The program also makes available funds to permit the State of
California to assure payment of its 10 percent share of costs mandated
pursuant to Section 104(c)(3) of the federal act (42 USC Section 9604[c][3]).

2-23



Draft Environmental Impact Report California Department of Water Resources

The proposed project would follow procedures to comply with the Hazardous
Substances Account Act should the release of hazardous substances result in
the need for compensation.

2.2.11.5 Public Resources Code Sections 4201-4204

PRC 4201 through 4204 direct CalFire to classify lands within State
responsibility areas in accordance with the severity of fire hazard present for
the purpose of identifying measures to be taken to retard the rate of
spreading and to reduce the potential intensity of uncontrolled fires that
threaten to destroy resources, life, or property. Fire hazard severity zones
(FHSZ) indicate what type of mitigation strategies are applied to reduce
wildland fire risk. The majority of the proposed project area is located in a
local responsibility area (LRA) designated as a Non-Very High FHSZ. A small
portion of the proposed project area is located in a State-responsibility area
designated as a Moderate FHSZ. Potential exposure of people and structures
to wildland fire hazards is discussed in Chapter 4.18, “"Wildfires.”

2.2.12 Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Flood Risk Management

2.2.12.1 2012 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) and
CVFPP 2017 Update

The CVFPP was developed to improve flood risk management in the Central
Valley. The flood risk objectives identified in the CVFPP 2017 Update (California
Department of Water Resources 2017) include improving “flood conveyance
capacity and reducing flood stages in the flood management system, while
improving flood system resiliency and facilitating adaptation to future climate
and land use changes” (California Department of Water Resources 2017).

The 2012 CVFPP and CVFPP 2017 Update serve as the State Plan of Flood
Control. The CVFPP provides a comprehensive framework for system-wide
management and flood risk reduction planning for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins. The CVFPP identifies the original level of flood that
levees were built to, which is derived from the USACE levee design criteria.

The CVFPP applies to the project goals, objectives, design, implementation,

and impact analysis, including guidance for improvements to rural-
agricultural levees.
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2.2.12.2 California Code of Regulations Title 23

23 CCR outlines permit applications, quarterly reports, and trade secret
request requirements to regulate underground tanks.

2.2.13 Noise and Vibration

2.2.13.1 California Department of Transportation, Transportation and
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual

This manual provides practical guidance to engineers, planners, and
consultants who must address vibration issues with the construction,
operation, and maintenance of Caltrans projects.

2.2.13.2 California Department of Transportation Guide for the
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies

This guide was published in 2002 to outline the Caltrans requirements for
traffic impact studies. The guide also provides guidance for Caltrans staff
who review local development and land use change proposals as well as
inform local agencies of the information needed for Caltrans to analyze the
traffic impacts to State highway facilities.

2.2.13.3 Cadlifornia Public Utilities Commission

The California Public Utilities Commission regulates privately owned electric,
natural gas, telecommunications, water, railroad, rail transit, and passenger
transportation companies, in addition to authorizing video franchises.

2.2.14 Utilities and Service Systems

2.2.14.1 California Integrated Waste Management Act

The California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939, Sher, Chapter
1095, Statutes of 1989, as amended) made all California cities, counties,
and regional solid waste management agencies responsible for planning and
implementing diversion of solid waste from solid waste disposal facilities.
The California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
provides regulatory oversight of solid waste management facilities and
assists local governments in developing and implementing the mandates and
subsequent legislation. Also, activities involving removal and disposal of
sediments within irrigation and flood control facilities or the use of inert
materials in levee or flood control work by federal, State, or local
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governments may be excluded from solid waste permitting by CalRecycle
Tiered Regulatory Placement criteria for construction and demolition waste
and inert debris disposal. However, these activities would require permitting
by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards in implementing CWA,
Section 401, and SWRCB requirements for dredging, filling, and disposal of
dredge wastes (State Water Resources Control Board 2021a).

The project will comply with this act through proper permitting and through
proper disposal of construction-related waste.

2.2.14.2 CalOSHA Title 8: Section 1541

This policy requires that subsurface installations be identified and marked prior
to excavation activities. The excavator must receive a response from all known
owners or operators of subsurface installations and must meet with owners or
operators of high-priority subsurface installations (such as high-pressure
pipelines, natural gas/petroleum pipelines, electrical lines greater than 60,000
volts) within 10 feet of the proposed excavation before opening the excavation.
Only qualified persons (persons who meet training and competency
requirements) can perform subsurface installation locating activities. All
proposed employees must be trained in excavator notification or excavation
activities. Excavators must immediately notify the subsurface installation owner
or operator of any damage discovered during or caused by excavation
activities. Proposed construction activities would comply with this policy.

2.2.14.3 Protection of Underground Infrastructure (California
Government Code, Section 4216)

Utility locator qualification requirements are published under California
Government Code 4216, which require that only a qualified person shall
perform subsurface locating activities (Section 4216.3) and a qualified
person performing subsurface installation locating activities on behalf of a
subsurface installation operator shall use a minimum of a single-frequency
utility locating device and shall have access to alternative sources for
verification if necessary (Section 4216.3).

The proposed project will comply with this California Government Code

before construction to ensure all subsurface activities do not damage
utilities.

2-26



Lower Deer Creek Flood and Chapter 2. Consistency with
Ecosystem Improvement Project, Phase 1 Applicable Plans and Policies

2.2.15 Water Quality

2.2.15.1 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602

For more information on CFGC Section 1602, please see the description
provided in Section 2.2.4.2.

2.2.15.2 California State Antidegradation Policy

The California State Antidegradation Policy applies to the disposal of waste
to high-quality surface water and groundwater. This policy requires that the
quality of existing high-quality water be maintained unless the State finds
that any change will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of
the State, will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use
of such water, and will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in
policies as of the date on which such policies became effective (State Water
Resources Control Board 2021b). Proposed construction activities would
comply with this policy.

2.2.15.3 California Toxics Rule (40 CFR Part 131)

Implemented in April 2000, the California Toxics Rule set a water quality
criteria baseline for certain toxic pollutants to protect the environment under
the CWA, including inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries in
California that are subject to regulation pursuant to CWA Section 303(c).

Through Section 401 Water Quality Certification and by seeking an NPDES
permit, the proposed project would comply with the California Toxics Rule.

2.2.15.4 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

For more information on the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,
please see the description provided in Section 2.2.4.3.

2.2.15.5 Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins
The CVRWQCB is responsible for preparing and updating the Water Quality
Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River
Basins (Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 2018). The
Basin Plan describes the officially designated beneficial uses for specific
surface water and groundwater resources and the enforceable water quality
objectives necessary to protect those beneficial uses. The project area is
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located within the CVRWQCB's jurisdiction and is subject to the Basin Plan.
The Basin Plan includes numerical and narrative water quality objectives for
physical and chemical water quality constituents. Numerical objectives are
set for temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and pH; total dissolved
solids, electrical conductivity, bacterial content, and various specific ions;
trace metals; and synthetic organic compounds. Narrative objectives are set
for parameters such as suspended solids, biostimulatory substances (e.g.,
nitrogen and phosphorus), oil and grease, color, taste, odor, and aquatic
toxicity. Narrative objects are often precursors to numeric objectives. The
primary methods used by the CVRWQCB to ensure conformance with the
Basin Plan’s water quality objectives and implementation policies and
procedures is to issue WDRs for projects that may discharge wastes to land
or water. The WDRs specify the terms and conditions that must be followed
during implementation and operation of a project.

By implementing the mitigation measures described in Chapter 4.10,
“Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources,” and Chapter 4.17, “"Water
Quality,” the proposed project would comply with all CVRWQCB
requirements, including those contained in the Basin Plan.

2.2.15.6 General Waste Discharge Requirements/NPDES Permit for Limited
Threat Discharges to Surface Waters (Order R5-2016-0076-01)

Order R5-2016-0076-01 outlines the type of dischargers that are subject to
WDR'’s as set forth in the General Order. Any construction-related discharges
would comply by obtaining an NPDES permit.

2.2.16 Wildfires

No State plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to wildfires apply to the
alternatives under consideration.

2.3 Local Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws

It should be noted that DWR is not subject to local ordinances unless
expressly authorized by the Legislature. Although DWR may comply with
these local regulations, it is not required to comply. The following plans,
policies, regulations, and laws are presented for information purposes.

2.3.1 Tehama County General Plan
The Tehama County General Plan Update 2009-2029 (Tehama County
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General Plan) includes regulations or ordinances related to the resource
topics evaluated in Chapter 4, “"Environmental Impact Analysis.” Specific
General Plan policies are described, where relevant, in the regulatory setting
section for each resource topic in Chapter 4.

2.3.2 Tehama County Zoning

The project area includes parcels zoned as Agricultural, Upland District
(AG-1) and Agricultural, Valley District (AG-2) according to the Tehama
County Municipal Code. The purpose of the AG-1 district classification is to
implement the Upland Agriculture lands designation (of the land use element
of the Tehama County General Plan [2009]) by recognizing lands capable of
supporting grazing activities; providing for areas of intensive and extensive
agriculturally compatible uses; identifying and conserving areas of important
open space, recreation, scenic, and natural value; and accommodating the
use of land for compatible non-agricultural uses including commercial
recreation, hunting and fishing, resource protection and management, and
habitat management.

As a compatible non-agricultural use, the proposed project’s land use would
be consistent with uses in an AG-1 district.

The purpose of AG-2 is to implement the Valley Floor Agriculture (VFA) lands
designation (of the land use element of the Tehama County General Plan
[2009]) by recognizing lands that are suited for, and are appropriately
retained for, the production of orchard and field crops.

The portions of the project proposed on land zoned AG-2 likely would need
to be rezoned or would require the acquisition of a use permit for
consistency with the Tehama County zoning ordinance.

2.3.3 Other Local Plans and Policies

2.3.3.1 Tehama County CEQA Planning and Permitting Handbook

The Tehama County CEQA Planning and Permitting Handbook is prepared by
the TCAPCD. The handbook outlines guidelines for assessing potential air
quality impacts from residential, commercial, and industrial development, as
well as permits required by the TCAPCD. Consistency with the Tehama
County CEQA Planning and Permitting Handbook is discussed in detail in the
resource impact sections, in particular in Section 4.4, “Air Quality.”
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2.3.3.2 Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area 2018 Triennial Air
Quality Attainment Plan

The 2018 triennial update of the Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area
Air Quality Attainment Plan (2018 Plan) assesses the progress made in
implementing the previous triennial update and proposes modifications to
the strategies necessary to attain the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest practicable date. The 2018 Plan includes
an assessment of progress toward achieving the control measure
commitments in the previous triennial plan, a summary of the last three
years of ozone data, a comparison of the expected versus actual emission
reductions for each measure committed to in the previous triennial plan,
updated control measure commitments, and updated growth rates of
population, industry, and vehicle related emissions.

2.3.3.4 Tehama County Transportation Commission

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the designated
Regional Transportation Planning Agency, as established by Government
Code 29535. The TCTC is responsible for area-wide transportation planning
in Tehama County, and is responsible for preparation of the regional
transportation plan.

All project-related traffic would be consistent with the regional transportation
plan.

2.3.3.5 Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Professional
Paleontological Standards

The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (1995, 1996), a national scientific
organization of professional vertebrate paleontologists, established standard
guidelines that outline acceptable professional practices in the conduct of
paleontological resource assessments and surveys, monitoring and
mitigation, data and fossil recovery, sampling procedures, specimen
preparation, analysis, and curation. Most practicing professional
paleontologists in the nation adhere to the Society’s assessment, mitigation,
and monitoring requirements, as specifically spelled out in its standard
guidelines. Consistency with the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
Professional Paleontological Standards is described in more detail in

Section 4.10, “Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources.”
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Chapter 3. Descriptions of Project
Alternatives

The alternatives evaluated in this draft EIR include a no project alternative
and six project (i.e., build) alternatives. Each alternative is described below.

3.1 No Project Alternative

Under the no project alternative, no changes to Lower Deer Creek hydrology
or surface-water management would occur. Construction activity would be
limited to emergency bank stabilization needed to maintain the levees as is.
No other construction activity would occur as a result of the no project
alternative. Channel maintenance would continue to be hindered by
regulatory constraints. The consequences of the no project alternative are
further discussed in Chapter 6, under “No Project Alternative,” in

Section 6.3.2.1, “"Consequences of No Action.”

3.2 Alternatives A through F

The six project alternatives are referred to as Alternatives A through F. All
six alternatives share common project elements, and each of the six includes
a different levee setback option. Section 3.2.1 discusses common project
elements; Section 3.2.2 discusses the six different levee setback options.

3.2.1 Common Project Elements

A number of project elements along approximately 8 miles of Lower Deer
Creek are common to all project alternatives. These common project
elements include levee setbacks and improvements, channel migration and
floodway easements, enhanced flood protection in irrigation sloughs, and
other ecosystem restoration and flood protection actions. All common
elements described below are shown in Figure 3-1, unless otherwise noted.

3-1



Draft Environmental Impact Report California Department of Water Resources

Figure 3-1 Project Elements Common to Alternatives A through F
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3.2.1.1 USACE Levee Raising

USACE levees would be raised as needed throughout the proposed project
area to achieve the design criteria of 3 feet of freeboard at the 50-year flow
of 21,000 cfs. Freeboard is the distance between the top of the levee and
the maximum water surface elevation for the design flow event. Previous
hydraulic modeling analysis shows a lack of sufficient freeboard throughout
much of the project area. A more detailed discussion of the analysis and
findings related to freeboard are presented in Appendix F, “Hydrodynamic
Modeling Report.”

The raised, fixed-in-place USACE levees would include:
e A 990-foot-long section on the north bank of Deer Creek.
e A 5,420-foot-long section south of Deer Creek which crosses SR 99.

e An 11,620-foot-long section of levee along the south bank of Deer
Creek from downstream of Red Bridge to approximately 2 miles
upstream of the bridge.

e A 770-foot-long section on the north bank and west of the Red Bridge.

e Height adjustments in the setback reach, described in Section 3.2.2.

The design cross-section would comply with USACE design guidance for
levees with a 12-foot crest width and 3-foot-horizontal to 1-foot-vertical
ratio (3H:1V) side slopes, meaning that for every 3 feet of horizontal
distance along the ground, the height of the levee would increase 1 foot.
3H:1V slopes are the steepest slopes that allow for maintenance activities
and walking inspections. Levee height adjustments will be made to meet
freeboard requirements for a 50-year storm and will vary across project
elements. Existing and anticipated levee heights are presented in Table 3-1.
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Table 3-1 USACE Levee Characteristics

Project Element Existing Maximum Rise in Levee Height
Length (feet) | (feet)

USACE Levee — north bank, 990 | Approximately 1.5

west of Vina

USACE Levee — south bank, 5,420 | Approximately 0.5

crossing State Route 99

USACE Levee — south bank, 11,620 | Approximately 2.5

crossing Leininger Road

USACE Levee — north bank, 770 | Approximately 2.0

west of Leininger Road

Note: USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers

3.2.1.2 Floodway and Channel Migration Easements

Deer Creek is currently restricted from moving laterally and flooding by levees
constructed immediately adjacent to the active channel. Floodway and
channel migration easements are proposed in specific areas of restriction
(Figure 3-2) to conserve the land for habitat purposes. Although the
easements would not have direct environmental impacts, placing the land in
easements would allow the land to be flooded and eroded from channel
migration in these areas. The easements would be defined by legal
agreements between the landowners and the easement holder and would
specify land uses and maintenance requirements within the easement area.
The purpose of these easements is to restore hydrologic and geomorphic
function, where possible, on lower Deer Creek by creating more lateral space
for the channel to migrate. The easements would also protect floodplain land
exposed to regular high flows, sediment, and debris transport from upstream
and compensate for increased disturbance of land during high flows. The two
floodway and channel migration easements that are common to all
alternatives are described below. The third easement is specific to Alternatives
A through E and is discussed in Section 3.3.2, “Levee Setback Options.”

Confluence Easement

The confluence easement would cover approximately 5 acres and would be

located upstream of the confluence with the Sacramento River, as shown in
Figure 3-2. The terms of this easement would allow the channel to continue
to naturally migrate to a defined boundary. The easement is proposed in an
area that is already prone to erosion and where the bank is migrating inland
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towards existing orchards. The landside boundary of the easement would
have bank stabilization features and native riparian vegetation. Within the
easement, the channel would be free to continue migrating laterally.

Figure 3-2 Proposed Easement near the Confluence of Deer Creek
with the Sacramento River
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State Route 99-to-SVRIC Dam Easement

Upstream of the confluence easement, a second easement would be located
along both banks of the channel between SR 99 and the SVRIC Dam, as
shown in Figure 3-3. This easement would cover 115 acres. The terms of
this easement would specify maintenance requirements to preserve
ecosystem integrity and flood system requirements. Within the easement, an
1,100-foot-long privately owned non-USACE levee and a 1,200-foot-long
privately owned non-USACE berm would be removed, bank protection would
be installed to replace existing bank protection in an area prone to erosion
on the south bank, and the USACE levee on the south bank upstream of

SR 99 would be raised to meet freeboard criteria. This easement, coupled
with the levee removals in this reach, would allow for channel migration and
establishment of native vegetation, which would reduce maintenance needs.
This easement would also reestablish natural geomorphology functions of
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the channel, including the accommodation of more lateral movement of the
channel and promotion of a more naturally graded sediment composition
within the streambed though the natural processes of erosion and deposition
of sediment. Balanced erosion and deposition would also help reestablish
native vegetation, improve ecosystem conditions, and reduce the need for
maintenance activities such as sediment removal and bank stabilization.

Figure 3-3 Proposed Easement between State Route 99 and the
SVRIC Dam
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3.2.1.3 New Levee

The installation of a 984-foot-long private levee would protect the Abbey
laundry facility and infrastructure. This area has been identified by landowners
as being prone to flooding and damage from debris carried by flood flows. This
levee would be privately owned and maintained by the Abbey.

3.2.1.4 China Slough Vegetation Removal and Excavation

China Slough is a remnant distributary channel of Deer Creek (Deer Creek
Watershed Conservancy 2011) and is now part of the agricultural irrigation
infrastructure in the Deer Creek watershed. The slough is currently
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overgrown with invasive plant species, including Giant Reed (Arundo donax)
and Himalayan Blackberry (Rubus bifrons). The slough flows under a road
near the Abbey entrance, where excessive vegetation and accumulation of
sediment causes flooding along the road during high flows. Grading and
vegetation removal would improve flood flow conveyance. Removing
vegetation would also improve access to this area that may provide potential
non-natal salmonid rearing habitat. Vegetation would be trimmed and
removed along 2.6 miles of China Slough, from its confluence with Deer
Creek to SR 99. Grading would remove sediment to a depth of up to 3 feet
along the same 2.6 miles of China Slough. The slough would be privately
maintained. Channel maintenance would be the responsibility of adjacent
landowners in consultation with the TCFCWCD.

3.2.1.5 China Slough Culvert Replacement

The China Slough culvert at the Abbey access road would be replaced with a
larger culvert. Flooding occurs at the culvert on the Abbey access road;
increasing the culvert size would reduce the flooding risk to the road. The
existing culvert consists of a 2.5-foot-diameter corrugated metal pipe and a
3-foot-diameter concrete pipe. These would be replaced with a prefabricated
concrete culvert structure sized to meet the desired level of flood protection.
Mostly likely, the culvert size would not exceed an 8-foot-diameter pipe or
an 8-foot by 8-foot box culvert. The actual size and shape of the culvert will
be determined in the final design process. This culvert would be privately
owned and maintained by the Abbey.

3.2.1.6 Private Non-USACE Levee and Abandoned Non-USACE Levee
Removal

An abandoned, privately built non-USACE levee on the north bank upstream
of SR 99 and a non-USACE levee on the north bank downstream from the
SVRIC Dam would be removed. These two levees are 1,090 and 1,232 feet
long, respectively. The privately built abandoned berm deflects high flows,
causing erosion on the south bank of the channel and degrading riparian
habitat conditions in the area. Removal of the berm would increase the
conveyance area for flood flows, create more natural sediment transport
conditions, and improve the suitability of the riparian and floodplain area for
salmonid habitat. The non-USACE levee further upstream is degraded and
ineffective for flood protection. In its existing condition, the levee impedes
and redirects flows and causes excessive erosion downstream. Removing the
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degraded private levee would help reestablish the natural processes that
sustain river and floodplain ecosystems (Beechie 2010). Natural processes
that would be improved include the hydraulic and sediment transport
conditions and the suitability of channel, riparian, and floodplain areas for
salmonid habitat.

3.2.1.7 Red Bridge Realignment and Expansion

The height and width of Red Bridge are insufficient to safely convey flood
flows. Water overtops the bridge during high flow events and debris
becomes trapped in front of the bridge structure, reducing the flow area
under the bridge. The bridge structure also creates a backwater effect which
increases water surface elevation in the channel upstream of the bridge. This
causes levee freeboard encroachment, increased sedimentation upstream of
the bridge, and channel bed scour and bank erosion downstream of the
bridge. Red Bridge would be designed to pass the 50-year design flood flow,
which would also increase the sediment transport through this reach. The
proposed span length of the bridge will be approximately 250 feet to 450
feet and located at a new location approximately 100 feet upstream, while
being high enough to pass the 50-year flood flow. Red Bridge would be
maintained by the Tehama County Public Works.

3.2.1.8 USACE Levee Setback (Leininger Road Raise)

In addition to the realignment and expansion of Red Bridge, Leininger Road
would be raised and serve as a USACE levee. It would connect to a new
setback section of the USACE levee upstream of Red Bridge on the north
bank. This action would be taken to prevent roadway encroachment by high
flows and minimize risk of flooding on Leininger Road. The Tehama County
Public Works would be responsible for maintenance of the section of the
setback levee beneath Leininger Road and the new setback levee on the
north bank east of Leininger Road would be maintained by the TCFCWCD.

3.2.1.9 Access Road Raising

To maintain flood protection along the SVRIC main diversion canal extending
southward from the SVRIC Dam, the adjacent road leading to the dam would
be raised. Volume calculations and impact analyses provided in this report are
based on maximum potential lengths and heights. The maximum changes in
geometry would be an increase of 5.5 feet in height along 900 feet of the road.
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3.2.1.10 New Embankments

New embankments would also be built to maintain flood protection along the
diversion canals extending north and south from the SVRIC Dam.
Embankments on the north and south of SVRIC Dam would connect the
cutoff structures to the existing high ground. An embankment is located on
the north side of the diversion canal, downstream of the SVRIC Dam. Similar
to the access road raising, the geometry of the new embankments would
vary among the project alternatives because of the different levee setback
options. Volume calculations and impact analyses provided in this report are
based on maximum potential lengths and heights described in Section 3.2.2
“Levee Setback Options.” The north embankment that extends upstream
would be 1000 feet long, range in height from 2 to 7 feet tall with an
average height of approximately 2 feet, at an elevation of 260 feet (North
American Vertical Datum 1988 [NAVD88]). The north embankment that
extends downstream would be 700 feet long, range in height from 2 to 7feet
tall, and be located at an elevation of 249 feet (NAVD88). The maximum
extent of the south embankment would be 916 feet long, and the height
would be approximately 8.3 feet tall at an elevation of 260 feet (NAVDS8S8).
These embankments would be maintained by the TCFCWCD.

3.2.1.11 North and South Canal Cutoff Structure Installation

To maintain flood protection along the main diversion canals extending
northward and southward from the SVRIC Dam, a high flow cutoff structure
would be installed in each of the canals. The structures would consist of
either prefabricated concrete box culverts, stop-logs, or a steel radial gate,
and would redirect flood flows away from the canal and back into Deer
Creek. The north and south canal cutoff structures would be owned,
operated, and maintained by the SVRIC.

3.2.1.12 Bank Protection

Within the confluence and SR 99-to-SVRIC Dam floodway and channel
migration easements, specific bank protection is proposed. No new bank
stabilization would be placed in the active channel. Bank stabilization
features would be installed underground on the landside boundary of the
first easement to prevent lateral migration beyond the easement limit. Bank
protection would be installed to replace existing bank protection within the
second easement in an area prone to erosion on the south bank. In total,
approximately 784 linear feet of bank stabilization would be installed.
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The TCFCWCD would be responsible for maintenance of the bank protection.

3.2.2 Levee Setback Options

All project alternatives include the common project elements described
above, as well as levee setback options that differ by how far the existing
levees would be set back or moved from their existing alignment. The area
between the SVRIC Dam and Red Bridge where the levee setbacks would be
constructed is shown in Figure 3-1. The floodplain ground surface between
the setback levees and the channel would be lowered through grading to
improve geomorphic function. Floodway and channel migration easements
would also be established in this reach, and private infrastructure affected
by levee setbacks and floodplain lowering would be repaired or replaced.

The purpose of setting back the levees and grading in this reach is to
increase the width of the meander belt, which would allow the channel to
move or shift during higher flows. Setting back the levees would also
improve sediment balance in the system; this would be accomplished by
providing lateral space for sediment to deposit, rather than what occurs
under existing conditions where sediment accumulates on the banks
upstream of SVRIC Dam. Additionally, the setback areas would create
floodplain rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids.

To meet USACE requirements for levees, the new levees would be built to a
height that meets the USACE freeboard criteria. In some areas, the setback
levees would be lower than the existing levees but would still meet the
freeboard criteria (Table 3-2). Between the setback levees and the channel,
easements would provide for support of floodplain habitat and use by
landowners for existing farming purposes. Discussions with adjacent
landowners prompted the evaluation of the multiple setback options

(A through F); the options are described below and shown in plan-view on
Figure 3-4 and cross-section view in Figures 3-5a through 3-5f:

e Setback Option A totals 74 acres and includes the maximum acreage
of levee setbacks and floodplain lowering. The maximum levee height
increase would be approximately 2.5 feet, and the maximum levee
height decrease would be approximately 2 feet.

e Setback Option B totals 69.9 acres and includes the maximum acreage
of levee setbacks and floodplain lowering, minus the southern bank
parcel upstream of the SVRIC Dam. The maximum levee height
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increase would be approximately 2.5 feet, and the maximum levee
height decrease would be approximately 2 feet.

e Setback Option C totals 57.1 acres and includes the maximum acreage
of levee setbacks and floodplain lowering on the north bank, and a
reduced setback and floodplain lowering extent on the south bank. The
maximum levee height increase would be approximately 2.5 feet, and
the maximum levee height decrease would be approximately 1.5 feet.

e Setback Option D totals 39.7 acres and includes a smaller acreage of
levee setbacks and floodplain lowering on the north bank compared to
Setback Options A through C, and the maximum setback and
floodplain lowering extent on the south bank. The maximum levee
height increase would be approximately 2 feet, and the maximum
levee height decrease would be approximately 1.5 feet.

e Setback Option E totals 29.3 acres of setback area and easements and
includes a smaller acreage of USACE levee setbacks and floodplain
lowering on both north and south banks compared to Setback Options
A through D. The maximum levee height increase would be
approximately 2 feet, and the maximum levee height decrease would
be approximately 1.5 feet.

e Setback Option F would involve no USACE levee setbacks or floodplain
lowering between the SVRIC Dam and Red Bridge, but the levees in
the reach would be raised to meet the freeboard criteria. The
maximum levee height increase would be approximately 5.5 feet, and
the minimum levee height increase would be approximately 1 foot.

Table 3-2 Aproximate M