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NOTICE OF INTENT
TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
for the
Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Project

Public Notice is hereby given that a Mitigated Negative Declaration (Environmental Report) is
available for public review for the Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Project.

Project Location: The Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant site is located at 3650
Sweetwater Trail between State Route (SR) 193 and the Auburn Lake Trails residential
community in the Town of Cool, El Dorado County, California, (Assessor’s Parcel Number
0734420410), within a portion of Section 21, Township 12 North, Range 9 East, Latitude 38° 54’
46.092” North, Longitude 120° 55’ 38.750” West, NAD 83 State Plane CA Zone Il, and can be
located on the Greenwood USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle.

Project Description: The Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (District) proposes the
construction of several new water treatment plant facilities, including the filter building, raw
water pump station, and sludge drying beds. Additionally, the Backwash Water Recovery Basin
would be retrofitted to ensure compliance with State regulations.

Document Review and Availability: The public review and comment period will extend for 30
calendar days in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 starting February 19, 2016
and ending March 25, 2016. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) is
available for public review at the following location:

Georgetown Divide Public Utility District Office
6425 Main Street
Georgetown, California 95634

The IS/MND can also be viewed and/or downloaded at the Georgetown Divide Public Utility
District website via the following: http://www.gd-pud.org/#Projects.

Comments/Questions: Comments and/or questions regarding the IS/MND may be directed to:
Kyrsten Shields, Senior Regulatory Specialist, Foothill Associates, 590 Menlo Drive, Suite 5,
Rocklin, California, 95765, Phone: (916) 435-1202, Email: ALTWTP@foothill.com.

Public Meetings: The IS/MND is tentatively scheduled for consideration and possible adoption
by the Georgetown Divide Public Utility District Board of Directors on April 12, 2016, at the
GDPUD office located at 6425 Main Street, Georgetown, California. Interested parties should
contact Barbara Brenner, Partner at Churchwell White LLP prior to the meeting date, during
regular business hours (9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.) by phoning (916) 468-0625 for further
information.
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1.0 MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION INFORMATION SHEET

Project Title: Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Project

Project Location: The Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant site is located at 3650
Sweetwater Trail between State Route (SR) 193 and the Auburn Lake
Trails residential community in the Town of Cool, El Dorado County,
California, (Assessor’s Parcel Number: 0734420410) within a portion of
Section 21, Township 12 North, Range 9 East, Latitude 38° 54’ 46.092"
North, Longitude 120° 55’ 38.750” West, NAD 83 State Plane CA Zone I,
and can be located on the Greenwood USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic
Quadrangle.

Date of Completion: February 19, 2016
Project Applicant:  Georgetown Divide Public Utility District
Lead Agency: Georgetown Divide Public Utility District

Project Description: The Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (District) proposes the
construction of several new water treatment plant facilities, including the
filter building, raw water pump station, and sludge drying beds.
Additionally, the Backwash Water Recovery Basin would be retrofitted to
ensure compliance with State regulations.

Declaration:

The District has determined that implementation of the Proposed Project will not result in
significant effects on the environment and therefore this project does not require evaluation
through the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This determination is based on the attached Initial Study in
support of the following findings:

e The project will not degrade environmental quality, substantially reduce habitat, cause a
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, reduce the number or restrict
the range of special-status species, or eliminate important examples of California history
or prehistory;

e The project does not have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of
long-term, environmental goals;

e The project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable;

e The project will not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly; and

e No substantial evidence exists that the project will have a negative or adverse effect on
the environment.
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The project incorporates all applicable mitigation measures identified in the attached Initial
Study.

This Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) reflects the independent judgment of the Lead
Agency.

Written comments shall be submitted no later than 30 days from the posting date. The
District’s determination on the draft MND shall be final.

Submit comments in writing to:

Kyrsten Shields

Senior Regulatory Specialist
Foothill Associates

590 Menlo Drive, Suite 5
Rocklin, California 95765
Phone: (916) 435-1202

Fax: (916) 435-1205

Email: ALTWTP@foothill.com
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

2.1. Introduction and Regulatory Guidance

This document is an Initial Study (IS) supporting a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
determination for the Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Project (Proposed Project).
This MND evaluates the potential impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed
Project. This MND has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section
21000 et. seq., and the State CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section
15000 et. seq.

An Initial Study is prepared by a Lead Agency to determine if a project has the potential to
result in significant impacts on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063). An EIR must
be prepared if an IS indicates that the proposed project under review may result in significant
impacts to the environment. A Negative Declaration (ND) may be prepared instead, if the Lead
Agency prepares a written statement describing the reasons why a proposed project would not
have a significant effect on the environment, and therefore does not require the preparation of
an EIR. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration shall be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when either:

A. The Initial Study documents that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record before the agency, that the proposed project may result in any significant effect
on the environment, or

B. The Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects, but:

1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the applicant
before the proposed negative declaration is released for public review would
avoid potentially significant impacts or mitigate potential impacts to less than
significant levels, and

2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency
that the proposed project as revised, may result in significant impacts to the
environment.

2.2. Lead Agency

The Lead Agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or
approving a proposed project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15051 states that if a project will be
carried out by a public agency that agency shall be the Lead Agency, even if the project would
be located within the jurisdiction of another public agency. The Georgetown Divide Public
Utility District (District) is the Lead Agency for the proposed Auburn Lake Trails Water
Treatment Plant Project for the purposes of CEQA.
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2.3.  Purpose and Document Organization

The purpose of this Initial Study is to document if implementation of the Proposed Project may
result in potentially significant impacts on the environment.

This document is divided into the following sections:

Section 1.0 Mitigated Negative Declaration Information Sheet
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15071, Section 1 includes a brief description of the
project, the project location, and the Georgetown Divide Public Utility District’s
proposed findings. Section 1 references the attached Initial Study, including
proposed mitigating measures included by individual resource issue area as
applicable to development of the Proposed Project.

Section 2.0  Introduction
This section provides an introduction and describes the purpose and
organization of this document.

Section 3.0  Project Description
This section provides a detailed description of the Proposed Project including the
location of the project.

Section 4.0 Initial Study Checklist
This section describes the environmental setting for each of the environmental
subject areas, the regulatory setting, where relevant, and evaluates a range of
impacts in response to the environmental checklist. Impacts are classified as “no
impact”, “less than significant impact,” “less than significant with mitigation
incorporated,” or “potentially significant impact.” Where appropriate,
mitigation measures are provided that mitigate potentially significant impacts to
a less than significant level.

Section 5.0 CEQA Determination
This section provides the environmental determination for the project.

Section 6.0 Report Preparation
This section identifies a list of staff and consultants responsible for preparation
of this document, and persons and agencies consulted.

Section 7.0  References
This section identifies the references used in preparation of the MND.
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Appendix A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

This appendix identifies mitigation measures included in the Initial Study and the
responsible entity for implementation of the mitigation measures, as required by
Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Appendix B Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Air Quality Analysis

Appendix C  Biological Letter Report Revised Site Plan for the Auburn Lake Trails Water
Treatment Plant, El Dorado County, California

Appendix D U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Concurrence Letter

Appendix E  Archaeological Inventory Survey [for the] Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment
Project, El Dorado County, California

Appendix F  State Historic Preservation Officer Concurrence Letter

2.4. Thresholds of Significance

A significant effect on the environment is generally defined as a substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in the physical environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15358).
Environment as used in this definition includes the land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and objects which are historical or aesthetic in nature. The guidelines in the
following Initial Study focus on these elements and are used as tools to determine the potential
of whether or not an activity is considered significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15065). Effects
are also recognized as to whether they would occur either directly or indirectly as a result of
the project.

2.5.  Terminology Used in this Document

This Environmental Checklist in this document utilizes the following terminology to describe the
levels of significance associated with project-related impacts:

Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that may have a "substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the
project" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382); the existence of a potentially significant impact
requires the preparation of an EIR with respect to such an impact.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated: A potentially significant impact that could
be mitigated to a level of less than significant through the incorporation of mitigation
measures.

Less Than Significant Impact: An impact which is less than significant and does not require the
implementation of mitigation measures.
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No Impact: Utilized for checklist items where development of the project would not have any
impact and does not require the implementation of mitigation measures.

2.6. Required Permits and Approvals

Implementation of the Proposed Project is anticipated to require permits and authorizations as

summarized in Table 2.6-1 below.

TABLE 2.6-1 — POTENTIAL RESOURCE AGENCY PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS

Approving Agency

Permit/ Approval

Federal Agencies

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Review —
Categorical Exclusion Determination — October 25,
2012

State Agencies

State Water Resources Control Board, Regional Water
Quality Control Board (SWRCB, RWQCB)

Coverage under the General Construction Activity
Storm Water Permit (§ 402 of the Clean Water Act, 40
CFR Part 122)

Local Agencies

Georgetown Divide Public Utility District

Board of Directors project approval and Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Adoption

AUBURN LAKE TRAILS WTP PROJECT
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3.0 PROIJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1. Project Location

The two-acre Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant site is located at 3650 Sweetwater Trail
between State Route (SR) 193 and the Auburn Lake Trails residential community in the Town of
Cool, El Dorado County, California, within a portion of Section 21, Township 12 North, Range 9
East, Latitude 38° 54’ 46.092” North, Longitude 120° 55’ 38.750”” West, NAD 83 State Plane CA
Zone ll, and can be located on the Greenwood USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle
(Project Site), as shown on Figure 3.5-1.

3.2.  Environmental Setting

The approximately two-acre project site is currently operational as a Water Treatment Plant
with a capacity of three Million Gallons/Day (MGD).

3.3.  General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning Designation

The Project Site is designated in the El Dorado County General Plan, Land Use Element as
Medium Density Residential (El Dorado County 2004) (Figure 3.5-2). As shown on Figure 3.5-3,
the Project Site is located within the Single Family Residential Zoning District.

Land use to the north and south of the Project Site is designated as Open Space and Low
Density Residential. The land uses to the east and west of the Project Site are designated as
Open Space and Medium Density Residential (El Dorado County 2004) (Figure 3.5-2). The
zoning designations surrounding the Project Site include Open Space, Single Family Residential,
and Estate Residential (Figure 3.5-3).

3.4. Surrounding Land Uses

The Project Site is located approximately four miles east of the Town of Cool. Hoboken Canyon
and associated hiking trails are located to the north and east of the Project Site. State Highway
193 is approximately % mile to the south of the Project Site, and to the west and northwest is
the residential community of Auburn Lake Trails.

3.5.  Project History

On June 8, 2010 the GDPUD approved the upgrade of the Auburn Lake Trails WTP for
improvements associated with a direct filtration process and a contact clarification process
(Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 combined, including correction of operational deficiencies) and
adopted the April 2010 Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Project Environmental
Assessment/Initial Study, which analyzed the potential impacts resulting from development of
the project proposed at that time. Upgrades proposed in 2010 included onsite improvements
at the current ALT WTP as well as off-site improvements at a 34-acre GDPUD parcel near
Georgetown, California referred to as “Greenwood Lake.”

The alternatives considered within the 2010 environmental analyses are summarized in
Sections 3.5.1, 3.5.2, 3.5.3, and 3.5.4 below.
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3.5.1. No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would result in continued operations at the Auburn Lake Trails WTP
under the existing water treatment process and would require no construction or modification
to the ALT WTP or at the Greenwood Lake site. The ALT WTP would continue to operate in
non-compliance with State and federal drinking water standards.

3.5.2. Alternative One: Direct Filtration Process Components

Direct Filtration Process Components (Alternative One) consisted of the following
improvements:

e Installation of two flocculation units for enhancement of the existing filters. These units
would consist of structures approximately 12 feet in diameter and 15 feet in height.
They would be added upstream of the existing filters to provide additional contact and
coagulation. The flocculation units are tanks equipped with slow moving paddles that
gently agitate the water to encourage contact of suspended particles. Polymer
coagulants are injected ahead of the flocculation units to allow coalescing, thus enabling
removal by the filters. This process is an accepted technology by the CDPH. These units
would be located on an equipment pad next to the proposed equipment/chemical
building.

e Rebuilding and upgrading the existing filters due to the age of the units. These upgrades
would include pipe rerouting and additional lift pumps.

3.5.3. Alternative Two: Contact Clarification Process Components

Improvements to correct operational deficiencies that would occur under either process
include:

A. Correction of deficiencies at the ALT site:

1. Construction of a new clearwell storage tank for post-treatment disinfection contact
time. This capacity of this tank would be approximately 500,000 gallons if
Alternative One is chosen or approximately 250,000 gallons if Alternative Two is
chosen. A 250,000-gallon tank would be approximately 48 feet in diameter and 20
feet in height. A 500,000-gallon tank would be approximately 60 feet in diameter
and 24 feet in height. This structure would be south of and adjacent to the driveway
entrance to the ALT site, in the open field on the east side of the existing filters.

2. Elimination of existing settlement ponds and construction of a washwater recovery
tank. The proposed washwater recovery tank would be located at the southwest
corner of the Project Site at the current location of the waste pond. This tank would
be approximately 36 feet in diameter and 20 feet in height.

3. Modification of two existing on-site tanks for filter-to-waste (FTW) storage.
Proposed improvements would not require changes the existing dimensions of the
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tanks. All proposed modifications would be constructed internal to the existing
tanks.

4. Construction of an equipment/chemical building. This building would be located on
the west side of the existing control building.

For Alternative One, this building would be approximately 36 feet wide, 40 feet long
and 20 feet in height. There would be an additional uncovered pad (approximately
36 feet wide by 24 feet long) on the south side of this building which would be the
location of the two flocculation units described in Alternative One above.

For Alternative Two, this building would be approximately 36 feet wide, and 64 feet
long with a height of 20 feet with all components housed inside the building.

5. Demolition of an existing lab and trailer and construction of a storage/equipment
building for future use. This future storage/equipment building would be
approximately 20 feet wide by 36 feet long, and 20 feet in height.

6. Telemetry upgrade including a new radio antennae mast at the ALT site (maximum
height of 40 feet), and piping realignment, upsizing of pumps, and upgrade of
controls.

7. Realignment and repaving of the driveway and repaving between buildings and
facilities at the ALT site.

B. Correction of deficiencies at the Greenwood Lake site:

1. Construction of two drying beds and associated truck access for solids trucked from
the ALT site. The backwash and FTW processes produce suspended solids, organic
matter, and coagulant. These solids would be collected in the FTW settling tank
during the rainy season. The solids would be removed from the settling tank in the
spring and transported to the Greenwood Lake site. The residuals would be
approximately 95 percent water at the time of removal and would require
approximately twelve trips between the ALT and the Greenwood Lake site. The
drying beds would be constructed on the southwest side of the GDPUD’s
Greenwood Lake Reservoir, adjacent to Loghouse Road. The physical footprint of
these drying beds would be approximately 30 feet wide by 120 feet long, with an
approximate depth of two feet. The beds would be lined with material such as
plastic or concrete to prevent direct contact with soil. Once solids are deposited in
the beds, dewatering would occur by evaporation. The solids would be in the beds
for a temporary time period each year (spring to fall) and the beds would be cleaned
and emptied during the rainy season. The expected maximum volume of material at
the beginning of each drying season would leave approximately 15 inches of
freeboard in the two-foot-high beds. This freeboard would increase during the
evaporation phase. At completion of drying (prior to each rainy season), the
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material would be analytically tested to determine final disposal requirements. The
beds would be swept clean with all material removed for disposal before
commencement of the rainy season. If required per testing, the solids would be
trucked to a permitted solid waste facility that accepts sludge waste. If the results of
analytical testing allow for alternative disposal (e.g. dried solids made available to
third parties for land application as soil amendment), the GDPUD would consult with
the Regional Water Quality Control Board to determine the appropriate oversight,
including waste discharge requirements. During the winter, precipitation entering
the cleaned beds would be drained and dispersed in a manner (e.g. rock energy
dissipaters) that would minimize erosion. The drying beds would be routinely
inspected for liner integrity.

2. Installation of a radio pole and antenna for telemetry needs. A self-supporting
telemetry pole/tower no greater than 40 feet in height would be installed to support
a radio antenna and solar panel. This feature would be located between Loghouse
Road and the reservoir water’s edge. The antenna would be omni-directional with
maximum power of 45 watts. There would be a small equipment enclosure located
next to the telemetry pole to protect electrical equipment.

3.5.4. Current Design Options

Since 2010 the GDPUD has re-evaluated and updated design options for proposed
improvements to the ALT WTP from those that were approved in 2010. Between 2010 and
2015, GDPUD identified and considered the following three individual design options.

Design Option One

The first design option considered was the original design approved in 2010, including the
Greenwood Lake site.

The cost for the first design option was rejected as a result of the prohibitively high estimated
project cost of over $22 Million.

Design Option Two

The second design considered included construction of a filter building and a water storage
tank, with a graded pad that would accommodate a second water storage tank.

The cost for the second design option was estimated at approximately $11.5 Million.

Design Option Three

The third design, preferred by the GDPUD and not one of the previously analyzed alternatives,
includes a filter building and no storage tanks, with sludge drying beds within the existing
Auburn Lake Trails WTP site, and is preferred as the final design option due to a lower cost,
resulting in savings as estimated at $1 Million as compared to the second design option.
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The potential environmental impacts resulting from development of the third project design
option are analyzed within this document.

3.6. Project Purpose and Objectives

To comply with Order, GDPUD has developed several updated improvements in the final design
that would provide the necessary upgrades to the existing Auburn Lake Trails WTP facility.
Under the updated plan all project improvements would occur on the two-acre Project Site that
is occupied by the existing WTP facility (Assessor’s Parcel Number 0734420410) (Figure 3.5-1).
Many of the existing facilities would remain in place or be modified to accommodate the
required upgrades. The rated capacity would remain at three Million Gallons/Day (MGD).

The following 2010 project components are no longer part of the proposed improvements for
the Auburn Lake Trail WTP:

e There will be no work completed at the Greenwood Lake site;
e There will be no construction of a new radio antenna mast 40 feet in height; and
e There will be no construction of an equipment/chemical building.

Individual components currently proposed by GDPUD to bring the Auburn Lake Trails WTP into
compliance with State and federal requirements are summarized below and shown on Figure
3.7-1A and Figure 3.7-1B.

3.7.  Project Components

3.7.1. Filter Building

A filter building would be constructed in the eastern portion of the existing Auburn Lake Trails
WTP site. The building would be approximately 36 feet by 64 feet and would house the major
water treatment components of the WTP. The filter building would be placed on an
undeveloped vacant section of land, within the Auburn Lake Trail WTP property, to the east of
the existing facilities on the Project Site. The proposed site for the filter building is an open
grassy field. A building pad, approximately 220 feet by 120 feet, would be graded for the filter
building. The northern portion of the building pad would be paved and the southern portion
would have a gravel surface. The building would contain two stage filtration units, backwash
pump, air scour blowers, air compressor, piping, valves, sample analysis, chemical systems, and
a laboratory. Several small concrete equipment pads would be added on the building pad
including a main switchboard, transformer, generator, and load bank.

3.7.2. Equipment Parking

In the northern portion of the existing Auburn Lake Trails WTP site, adjacent to the access road,
an equipment storage area is proposed. This area would be dedicated to the parking of
construction vehicles and equipment, as well as the staging area for temporary construction
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materials. A propane tank would also be added to the eastern edge of the equipment parking
area.
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3.7.3. Finish Water Clearwell

The existing steel tank, finish water clearwell, is approximately 30 feet in diameter. The tank is
proposed to be removed from the Project Site.

3.7.4. Backwash Water Recovery Basin

The existing steel tank, labeled backwash water recovery basin, is approximately 40 feet in
diameter. This tank would remain on the Project Site in its current location and would be
retrofitted for use as a backwash water recovery basin.

3.7.5. Raw Water Pump Station

A raw water pump station would be constructed in the western portion of the Project Site. This
new structure would be approximately 30 feet by 46 feet. A small existing timber framed
building would be removed to make room for the new raw water pump station. The raw water
pump station would include new pumps, piping, valves, sample analysis, chemical systems, in-li
Sludge Drying Beds

There would be a total of four sludge drying beds constructed on the Project Site in the
southwest corner of the Project Site, in the location of the existing settlement ponds. The
sludge drying beds would be approximately 20 feet wide. The total combined physical footprint
of the sludge drying beds would be approximately 48 feet by 80 feet, with approximately three-
foot-high sidewalls. There would also be a submersible underflow return pump station. The
backwash process produces suspended solids, organic matter, and coagulant. These solids
would be collected and moved to the drying beds. The beds would be in concrete bunkers to
contain the sludge material. Once solids are deposited in the beds, dewatering would occur by
evaporation. The solids would be in the beds for a temporary time period each year (spring to
fall) and the beds would be cleaned and emptied during the rainy season.

3.7.6. Filter- to-Waste Tank

The existing steel tank, labeled filter-to-waste tank, would be used in the new treatment
process, and is approximately 24 feet in diameter. The tank does not require any upgrades or
retrofitting to be in compliance with the federal and State standards and would therefore
remain in use on the Project Site.

3.7.7. Control Building

The exiting control building, located in the center of the Project Site, would be used during the
construction of the WTP upgrades and would remain at the Project Site after the upgraded
facility is in operation.

3.7.8. Raw Water Pipeline

Grading on the Project Site would impact the existing raw water pipeline. The existing line
would therefore be relocated and upgraded. The proposed realigned raw water pipeline would
run northeast of the Project Site.
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3.7.9. Extend Existing Access Road

The existing paved access road to the Auburn Lake Trails WTP would be extended toward the
proposed filter building. The proposed road would then split with road alignments to the east
and west of the proposed filter building. At the end of the road alignments on either side of the
filter building gravel would cover the rest to the building pad. Additionally, the access road at
the WTP entry would be re-contoured. A total area of approximately 11,010 square feet would
be paved.

3.7.10.Additional Site Alterations

Several other alterations are proposed to improve the overall Project Site. In several areas
throughout the Project Site minor storm drainage would be added to ensure adequate
stormwater flow on the Project Site. These storm drains would direct water around the existing
and proposed facilities to the southwest corner of the Project Site, where stormwater would
enter into an existing swale. Drains would be either piped or gravel depending on their location
within the Project Site. A wooden retaining wall would be added around several of the existing
features. The retaining wall would be added to the north of the existing backwash water
recovery tank, to the east and west of the existing control building, and to the north, west, and
south of the existing filter-to-waste tank. A fence is proposed around the eastern section of the
existing Auburn Lake Trails WTP. The fence would enclose the WTP and provide additional
safety of the WTP operating facilities that are located along Sweetwater Trail. Fence posts
would be set in concrete and the fence would be a 6-foot-high steel fabric fence with 3 strands
of barbed wire and a bottom tension wire.ne strainer, and related appurtenances housed in a
new building.

3.8. Project Construction

3.8.1. Earthwork

Grading will occur at the site as required to construct a building pad for the new filter building.
The dimensions of the building pad are approximately 220 feet by 120 feet, plus cut and fill
slopes. Minor earthwork/grading would also be required for proposed re-contouring of the
existing access road, realigning the raw water pipeline, minor storm drainage improvements,
and footing and foundation grading/excavation for buildings (filter building, raw water pump
station, and sludge drying beds).

A total of 58,390 square feet of soil disturbing activities are estimated for project construction,
generating approximately 1,330 cubic yards of excess earthen materials. The grading
contractor would be required to dispose of the excess earthen materials offsite.

3.8.2. Construction Timeframe

Construction of the project is anticipated to commence in June of 2016, with completion
expected by October 2017. The construction schedule anticipated for each phase of the
Proposed Project is summarized below in Table 3.8-1.
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TABLE 3.8-1 — AUBURN LAKE TRAILS WATER TREATMENT PLANT CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Duration Expected
Project Component (days) Start Date
Mobilization 20 May 2016
Raw Water Pump Station 65 June 2016
Filter Building 171 May 2016
Replace Irrigation Siphon (piping and connections) 40 June 2016
Site Work 40 June 2016
Plant Startup 15 January 2017
Filter to Waste 5 January 2017
Backwash Recovery 57 April 2017
Drying Beds 70 February 2017
Final Startup 90 June 2017
Project Completion -- October 2017

3.9. Construction Staging Areas

Construction staging areas are proposed in the northern portion of the Project Site.
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4.0 [INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

4.1. Aesthetics

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? [ N N >
b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and ] [] [] X
historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing

visual character or quality of the site [] X [] []
and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial
light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the N X O O
area?

4.1.1. Environmental Setting

The County has a broad range of landscapes that change with the gradual increase in elevation.
Elevations range from 200 feet in the western rolling foothills, adjacent to Sacramento County,
to more than 10,000 feet along the Sierra Nevada crest on the edge of the Lake Tahoe Basin.

The diverse environments of the region are represented by distinct natural communities and
landforms that display different development patterns and historical features. This broad
diversity is an important element of El Dorado County’s visual heritage and one that many
residents value as part of their quality of life (El Dorado County 2003).

The current GDPUD ALT WTP is located approximately four miles east of the Town of Cool. The
visual setting at the ALT WTP consists of rolling hills and residential parcels. The existing WTP
buildings and facility are located within a low area on the west side of Sweetwater Trail.

The Proposed Project would include construction of several new water treatment plant
facilities, including the filter building, raw water pump station, and sludge drying beds.
Additionally, the Backwash Water Recovery Basin would be retrofitted to ensure compliance
with State regulations.
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4.1.2. Regulatory Setting

The State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) administers State scenic route
designations within El Dorado County for State and federal roadways. Portions of U.S. 50 and
SR 89 in El Dorado County are designated as State Scenic Highways. The nearest State highway
to the Project Site is SR 193, approximately % mile from the ALT WTP site. There are no
portions of SR 193 designated as scenic.

El Dorado County has not created a scenic highway ordinance and there are no formally County
designated scenic highways within the County.

The federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 led to the establishment of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System. Multiple federal agencies along with State share the management
responsibilities for the designated rivers and river segments.

Federal agencies also evaluate impacts to scenic resources associated with Formally Classified
Lands, including National Parks and Monuments; National Landmarks or Battlefield Sites;
National Historic Parks or Sites, Wilderness Areas; Wildlife Refuges, State Parks, federally
administered forest or other land; or Native American owned and leased administered by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).

4.1.3. Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. Views of the ALT WTP site are limited to a small number of nearby residences.
There is a limited view of the WTP site as vehicles leave the Auburn Lake Trail community on
the privately owned and maintained Sweetwater Trail. There are no designated scenic vistas on
or near the Project Site. The Project Site is located near a designated Wild and Scenic River.
The nearest such designation is on the Lower American River from Sacramento to Nimbus Dam
(approximately 23 miles from the Project Site) and the North Fork of the American River near
Colfax, approximately 13 miles from the Project Site (National Wild and Scenic Rivers 2015).
The Project Site is not located within a National Park, National Forest, State Park, or State
Recreation Area. Nor is the Project Site visible from National Parks/Forests as the nearest
National Parks are over 100 miles from the project vicinity (Lassen National Volcanic Park to the
north and Yosemite National Park to the southeast). The nearest National Historic Parks are in
the San Francisco Bay area, approximately 100 miles to the southwest. The nearest State Park
is in Coloma, approximately 8 miles south of the Project Site. A portion of the Auburn State
Recreation Area is located to the east and north of the ALT WTP, but the site itself is not located
within the Auburn State Recreation Area. The nearest National Wildlife Refuges (NWR), Sutter
NWR and Stone Lake NWR, are in Yuba City and Elk Grove respectively, each approximately 40
miles from the Project Site. The nearest National Wilderness Area, Desolation Wilderness, is
also approximately 40 miles east from the Project Site. The nearest Native American tribal
lands are located in Shingle Springs, approximately 18 miles south of the Project Site. The
nearest location of any structure on the National Register of Historic Places is the Bailey House
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near Pilot Hill, approximately six miles southwest of the ALT WTP site. Therefore, there are no
impacts related to scenic vistas.

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

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a State scenic highway nor is the site visible
from a State highway, including any State highways designated as scenic highways. Therefore,
there are no impacts related to scenic resources within a State scenic highway.

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. At the ALT WTP site, construction
activities would be visible from nearby residences and from vehicles on Sweetwater Trail.
However, construction activities would be temporary and therefore, would have a less than
significant impact to the existing visual character and quality of the Project Site.

After construction, the ALT WTP facility would include a new filter building approximately 36
feet by 64 feet. This structure would be located on the open field in the eastern half of the
Project Site. This structure would be the most significant visual change to the WTP site due to
its placement on the hillside between Sweetwater Trail and the lower sited WTP facilities, in an
undeveloped portion of the ALT parcel. Although there are existing trees located on the
GDPUD site on both sides of the WTP entrance driveway which would provide a degree of
visual screening, the filter building would be visible from nearby residences and from the
Sweetwater Trail roadway. Construction of the filter building could be considered a significant
impact to the visual character of the site without mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure AES - 1 through Mitigation Measure AES — 4 would reduce impacts to less than
significant by requiring neutral painting and visual screening to provide visual character more
consistent with the surrounding area. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Construction activities would temporarily
introduce equipment and vehicles to the Project Site. To the extent that construction activities
would occur in the evening hours (up to 7:00 P.M.) after sunset, impacts from construction
lighting may occur. However, construction related impacts would be temporary and short-term
in nature. The expected construction start for the Proposed Project is June 2016 with expected
completion in October 2017. The project does not propose any new operational lighting.
However, additional lighting at the ALT WTP may be placed on structures for early evening
hours of operations and for the safety of personnel. Additional sources of lighting may affect
day or nighttime views. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation
incorporated. Compliance with Mitigation Measure AES — 5 would ensure that any proposed
additional exterior lighting would be contained within the facility site, and not affect
surrounding views.
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4.1.4. Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure AES — 1:

Mitigation Measure AES - 2:

Mitigation Measure AES - 3:

Mitigation Measure AES - 4:

Mitigation Measure AES - 5:

Exterior coatings for the filter building shall incorporate
earth tone colors with neutral tones to reduce the contrast
of the structure with the surrounding landscape as viewed
from the Auburn Lake Trails community gate.

Site design considerations for proposed improvements
shall preserve natural landscape wherever feasible and
shall incorporate natural features such as rock
outcroppings, native tree stands, and existing topographic
features. Development footprints shall be minimized to
the maximum extent practicable.

All excavations shall be graded and planted to produce a
natural-looking appearance.

The final plans for the construction of the WTP filter
building shall include tree and/or vegetative plantings to
the extent necessary to provide a level of visual screening
at plant maturity that would introduce vegetative
foreground visual elements between the filter building and
Sweetwater Trail adjacent to the WTP.

All exterior lighting shall be hooded, shielded or opaque.
No unobstructed beam of light shall be directed beyond
any exterior lot line.
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4.2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the [] [] [] X
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act [] [] [] X
contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code N O O X
section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non- [] [] [] X
forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in |:| |:| |:| IXI
conversion of Farmland, or non-
agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

4.2.1. Environmental Setting

Agricultural influences and activities contribute to the economic stability of the County through
crop production, serve as the foundation of the El Dorado County’s rural lifestyle, and serve as a
key element in the sense of community of many rural regions. In 2012, El Dorado County had a
crop production value of $24 Million. The market value of products sold in the County totaled
approximately $30.5 Million in 2012 (USDA 2012).

Gentle slopes and rich soils characterizing lands on the west slope of the County are considered
the most valuable for agriculture. Historically, grazing of cattle and other livestock was the
primary economic contributor in El Dorado County, although current production of fruit

AUBURN LAKE TRAILS WTP PROJECT 4-5 GEORGETOWN DIVIDE PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT
INTIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOOTHILL ASSOCIATES © 2016




(including wine grapes) and nuts has become a major contributor to the County’s agricultural
production value. The leading crops by production value include apples, wine grapes, pasture
and rangeland, Christmas trees, and cattle and calves, and timber (County of El Dorado 2003).

The General Plan designated land use for the Project Site at the existing ALT WTP is Medium
Density Residential, and the site is located within the Single Family Residential zoning district.
Surrounding land uses are primarily Medium Density Residential to the northwest (the Auburn
Lake Trails community), Open Space to the east, and Estate Residential to the south.

4.2.2. Regulatory Setting
Federal Regulations

Farmland Protection Policy Act

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) is a component of the Agriculture and Food Act of
1981 and is intended to minimize the impact federal actions may have on the conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural uses, by ensuring that proposed federal actions are implemented
consistently with State and local programs designed to protect farmlands. Under the FPPA,
farmland includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or local importance,
and does not have to be actively farmed. Farmland according to FPPA, may include forest land,
pastureland, cropland, or other land, but does not include water or urban built-up land.

State Regulations

The State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) produces maps and data used
for analyzing impacts to California’s agricultural resources. Agricultural land is rated according
to soil quality and irrigation status with the best quality land identified as Prime Farmland. The
program also identifies land that qualifies as Farmland of State Importance, Unique Farmland,
and Farmland of Local Importance. The maps are updated every two years with the use of
aerial photographs, a computer mapping system, public review, and field reconnaissance.

4.2.3. Impact Analysis

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in areas designated as Prime, Unique, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (California Department of Conservation 2012). The Project Site is on
land designated as “Other Land” by the California Department of Conservation (Figure 4.2-1).
There would be no conversion of designated Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide
importance to non-agricultural use. Therefore, there would be no impacts to farmland.
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The Project Site is located on lands designated and zoned for residential land use.
The Project Site is not utilized for agricultural purposes or under a Williamson Act contract.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning or conflict with a
Williamson Act contract, and no impact would result from development of the Proposed
Project.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The Project Site contains some areas of montane hardwood-conifer. Montane
hardwood-conifer includes both hardwood (broad-leaved) and conifer vegetative species
(Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). However, the Project Site is not zoned as forest land or
Timberland Preserve (Figure 4.2-1). The Project Site currently functions as a WTP and the
Proposed Project would construct several new facilities and updated existing facilities, with no
impact on the zoning designation. Development of the Proposed Project would not impact any
existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g)). Therefore, no
impact would result from development of the Proposed Project.

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. The Project Site has no designated forest land and is not located within the El
Dorado National Forest. The construction of new facilities would only remove two juniper
trees, one liquid amber, and one fruit tree, all of which are non-native species. The Proposed
Project would therefore not involve the loss of any forested land. There would be no land
converted to non-forest use or loss of forest, and therefore there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. Development of the Proposed Project would result in the construction of several
new facilities as well as upgrades to existing facilities on lands designated as other land by the
FMMP (Figure 4.2-1). No project-related changes are proposed that would result in conversion
of Farmland to non-agricultural use. Therefore, there is no impact related to farmland.

4.2.4. Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are warranted.
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4.3. Air Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district is relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct

implementation of the applicable air [] [] [] X
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing ] X [] []
or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in non-
attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality D D IX' D
standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations? N X O O

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? N N X O

4.3.1. Environmental Setting

The Project Site is within the portion of the Sierra Nevada Foothills situated within the
Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB), which includes portions of Plumas, Sierra, Nevada, Placer
(middle portion), El Dorado (western portion), Amador, Calaveras, Tuolumne, and Mariposa
counties. The MCAB lies along the northern Sierra Nevada mountain range, close to or
contiguous with the Nevada border, and covers an area of roughly 11,000 square miles. The
MCAB includes the western slope of El Dorado County, from Lake Tahoe on the east to the
Sacramento County boundary on the west. The prevailing wind is southwesterly and air
pollution generally moves west to east through the air basin.

Air quality concerns in western El Dorado County include the most common pollutants including
ozone, particulate matter from dust and diesel exhaust, and State defined Toxic Air
Contaminants (TACs). Two TACs of concern in the County are diesel exhaust particulates and
naturally occurring asbestos.
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The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District’'s (EDCAQMD) Guide to Air Quality
Assessment (2002) and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District's
(SMAQMD) Guide to Air Quality Assessment (2009) provide the primary background for the
following discussion on climate and air pollutants.

Climate

The proximity to the Sierra range and changes in elevation create considerable variation in the
climate of the MCAB. There is a wide variation in rainfall, temperature, and winds throughout
the basin. Temperature variations have significant influence on wind flow, dispersion along
ridges, vertical mixing, and photochemistry. Precipitation in winter can be high in the upper
elevations and then decrease rapidly towards the western side of the basin. The topography
and climate create local conditions that become the dominant effect on emissions within the
air basin. These local conditions can affect regional airflows and create areas of high pollutant
concentrations. Inversion layers of warm air over cooler air often occur and trap pollutants
close to the ground. Stagnant air in summer combines with high temperatures and sunshine to
create ground level ozone from photochemical reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG)
and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). These two ozone precursors are also transported into the MCAB
by winds from the San Francisco Bay area and the Sacramento area.

Air Pollutants

Ozone and particulate matter are pollutants of particular concern and importance within the
region. These are the pollutants for which the region still periodically exceeds State and/or
national standards. These pollutants are individually described below.

e Ozone (0O3) — Ozone occurs at both ground level and in the upper atmosphere. Ozone
can be either helpful or harmful depending upon its location in the atmosphere. The
layer closest to the Earth's surface is the troposphere. Here, ground-level or "bad"
ozone is present as an air pollutant that is harmful to breathe and damages crops and
other vegetation. Ground-level ozone is one of the main components of urban smog.
The troposphere generally extends to an upward depth of approximately six miles,
where it meets the stratosphere. The stratosphere or "good" ozone layer extends
upward to a depth ranging from approximately 6 to 30 miles, and protects life on earth
from the sun's harmful ultraviolet (UV) rays (USEPA 2008).

Ground-level ozone is not created directly from sources and emitted directly into the
air, but is formed instead by photochemical reactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of sunlight. NOx and ROG are known
as ozone precursors. Ozone levels are the highest from late spring through autumn
when sunlight intensity is high and the hours of sunlight are longest. The major sources
of NOx and ROG are emissions from motor vehicle exhaust, gasoline vapors, coatings
and solvents, industrial facilities and electric utilities. In California, motor vehicles
create the majority of reactive organic gas and nitrogen oxide emissions.
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Ozone is a public health concern due to the fact that it acts as a respiratory irritant and
increases susceptibility to respiratory infections and diseases. Exposure to levels of
ozone above current ambient air quality standards can lead to human health effects
such as lung inflammation, tissue damage and impaired lung functioning. Ozone
exposure is also associated with symptoms such as coughing, chest tightness, shortness
of breath, and the worsening of asthma symptoms.

e Particulate Matter (PM10) — PM1g consists of particulate matter that is 10 microns or
less in diameter. A micron is one-millionth of a meter. Airborne dust contains PM1o and
can include a wide range of solid or liquid particles, including smoke, dust, and aerosols.
The health effects of PM1p exposure depends upon the specific composition of the
particulate matter. Effects may include aggravated asthma, chronic bronchitis, and
decreased lung function. A sub-set of PMig is PM2.s which includes particles less than
2.5 microns in diameter.

Respirable particulate matter, especially PM. s, is unhealthy to breathe and has been
associated with premature mortality and other serious health effects. PMio poses a
health concern because these particulates can be inhaled into and accumulate in the
respiratory system. PM;sis believed to pose the greatest health risks. Because of their
small size (approximately three percent of the average width of a human hair), fine
particles can lodge deeply into the lungs. Extensive research reviewed by the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) indicates that exposure to outdoor PMip and PM; s levels
exceeding current ambient air quality standards is associated with increased risk of
hospitalization for lung and heart-related respiratory illness, including emergency room
visits for asthma.

Other pollutants of concern relative to the area include toxic air contaminants, including diesel
exhaust and naturally occurring asbestos (NOA). Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are a broad
class of compounds known to cause morbidity or mortality (usually because they cause cancer).
TACs are found in ambient air, especially in urban areas, and are caused by industry,
agriculture, fuel combustion, and commercial operations (e.g., dry cleaners). TACs are typically
found in low concentrations, even near their source (e.g., benzene near a freeway). Because
chronic exposure can result in adverse health effects, TACs are regulated at the regional, State,
and federal level.

Diesel exhaust is the predominant TAC in urban air and is estimated to represent about two-
thirds of the cancer risk from TACs (based on the statewide average). According to the CARB,
diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of gases, vapors, and fine particles. This complexity makes
the evaluation of health effects of diesel exhaust a complex scientific issue. Some of the
chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde, have been previously
identified as TACs by CARB, and are listed as carcinogens either under the State's Proposition 65
or under the federal Hazardous Air Pollutants programs. California has adopted a
comprehensive diesel risk reduction program. The USEPA has adopted low sulfur diesel fuel
standards that will reduce diesel particulate matter substantially. These went into effect in late
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2006. Diesel exhaust has also been identified as a TAC in Section 4.2.1 of the EDCAQMD Guide
to Air Quality Assessment. Section 4.2.1 states that the total construction phase fuel use for a
project must be kept below the levels shown in Table 4.2 to reduce the health risk from diesel
particulate matter. Table 4.2 significance criteria is that construction equipment fleets with
Best Available Control Technology for TACs (T-BACT) engines can only use 37,000 gallons of
diesel fuel during the construction phase. T-BACT engines are defined as those in 1996 or later
model year equipment. The significance criteria for equipment fleets without T-BACT (pre-1996
model year) is 3,700 gallons of diesel fuel used. Table 4.2 also notes that the “maximum gallons
of fuel may be interpolated between 37,000 and 3,700 gallons based on the fraction of T-BACT
and non T-BACT engines.

Locations within El Dorado County have been identified as having NOA or having the potential
for NOA to be present in the ground. NOA is prevalent in at least 44 of California's 58 counties.
Asbestos is the name for a group of naturally occurring silicate minerals, and may be found in
serpentine rock, other ultramafic rock, and volcanic rock. When rock containing NOA is broken
or crushed, asbestos may be released from the rock and may become airborne, potentially
causing a health hazard (El Dorado County 2009).

The Project Site has been designated as “Quarter Mile Buffer for More Likely to Contain
Asbestos or a Fault Line” by the El Dorado County Asbestos Review Areas, West Slope, County
of El Dorado Map (County of El Dorado 2005). Areas to the north and south of the Project Site
are identified as “more likely to contain asbestos” (County of El Dorado 2005).

4.3.2. Regulatory Setting

Federal Regulations

The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) governs air quality in the United States. The USEPA
administers the FCAA. The USEPA has established ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for
common pollutants. The ambient air quality standards are levels of contaminants which
represent safe levels that avoid specific adverse health effects associated with each pollutant.
The ambient air quality standards cover what are called “criteria” pollutants because the USEPA
regulates them by developing human health-based and/or environmentally based criteria
(science-based guidelines) for setting permissible levels. The set of limits based on human
health is called primary standards. Another set of limits intended to prevent environmental
and property damage is called secondary standards.

As required by the federal Clean Air Act, standards have been established for the following
criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), ozone (Os), respirable
particulate matter (PM1o), fine particulate matter (PMs), sulfur oxides, and lead.

The USEPA classified El Dorado County, as a serious non-attainment area for the eight-hour
federal ozone standard. For all other federal criteria pollutants, El Dorado County is designated
as attainment or unclassified.
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State Regulations

Air quality in California is governed by the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). The CCAA is
administered by CARB at the State level and by air quality management districts at the regional
and local levels. Pursuant to the CCAA, the State of California has also established ambient air
guality standards. California standards are generally considered more stringent than the
corresponding federal standards, and incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen
sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. CARB classifies El Dorado County,
including the project area, as a non-attainment area for State ozone, as well as non-attainment
for PM1o. For all other State criteria pollutants, El Dorado County is designated as attainment or
unclassified.

Regional Regulations

The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District administers the California and Federal
Clean Air Acts via guidelines set forth by State and federal agencies and establishes emission
thresholds of significance.

The EDCAQMD is also responsible for adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning
air pollution sources, issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollutants, responding to
citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, awarding
grants to reduce motor vehicle emissions, and conducting public education and awareness
campaigns including regional “Spare the Air” days.

The EDCAQMD developed a Guide to Air Quality Assessment in 2002 identifying specific daily
emissions thresholds based on the national and State standards. These thresholds were
established to guide CEQA evaluation and are the national and State ambient air quality
standards. These significance thresholds for construction-related emissions from the
EDCAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment were applied to the Proposed Project.

4.3.3. Impact Analysis

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No Impact. The project would include construction of water treatment plant process facilities
on the existing Auburn Lake Trails WTP. The project is consistent with the site land use and
zoning, and construction and buildout of the Project Site would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the air quality plan. Proposed improvements also include consistency with
the goals and policies identified by E/ Dorado County’s General Plan pertaining to sustainability
and overall strategy for air quality.

El Dorado County General Plan, Health and Safety Element identifies the following goals and
policies applicable to Air Quality and relevant to the Proposed Project:
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Goal 6.7:

A. Strive to achieve and maintain ambient air quality standards established by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and California Air Resources Board.

B. Minimize public exposure to toxic or hazardous air pollutants and air pollutants
that create unpleasant odors.

Objective 6.7.7: Construction Related, Short-Term Emissions

Policy 6.7.7.  The County shall consider air quality when planning the land uses and
transportation systems to accommodate expected growth, and shall use the
recommendations in the most recent version of the El Dorado County Air Quality
Management (AQMD) Guide to Air Quality Assessment: Determining Significance
of Air Quality Impacts Under the California Environmental Quality Act, to analyze
potential air quality impacts (e.g., short-term construction, long-term operations,
toxic and odor-related emissions) and to require feasible mitigation requirements
for such impacts. The County shall also consider any new information or
technology that becomes available prior to periodic updates of the Guide. The
County shall encourage actions (e.g., use of light-colored roofs and retention of
trees) to help mitigate heat island effects on air quality.

Construction of the Proposed Project would be implemented consistent with applicable
regulatory standards and requirements, including consistency with all El Dorado County Air
Quality Management District (ELCAQMD) rules and thresholds. Therefore, no impact would
result from implementation of the Proposed Project.

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Construction of the Proposed Project
would be short-term and is anticipated to commence in June of 2016, with completion
expected by October 2017. Construction exhaust emissions would be generated from
construction equipment, earth moving activities, construction worker commutes, and
construction material hauling during the construction work window. The aforementioned
activities would involve the use of diesel-powered equipment that would generate emissions
criterial pollutants, such as NOx. Project construction activities also represent sources of
fugitive dust which includes PM1p and PM; 5 emissions. Construction-related activities remain
of potential concern due to the fact that El Dorado County is currently designated as “non-
attainment” for ozone and PM standards.

Construction-related emissions associated with the Proposed Project were estimated using the
California Emissions Estimator model (CalEEMod) Version 2013.2.2. CalEEMod is a land use
emissions computer model designed to provide a platform for government agencies, land use
planners, and environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutants and GHG
emissions associated with construction and operation of land use projects (KDA 2016). Table
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4.3-1 below presents the estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx that would
result from construction of the Proposed Project.

TABLE 4.3-1 — ESTIMATED MAXIMUM UNMITIGATED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Summer Project Winter Project E.DC.A.QMD
. . .. Significance
Pollutant Emissions Emissions
(Ibs./day) (Ibs./day) Thresholds
UL UL (Ibs./day)
ROG 45.21 45.20 82
NOx 13.77 13.79 82

Source: KDA 2016, CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2 (Appendix B)

As shown above in Table 4.3-1 above, estimated maximum unmitigated project construction
emissions for ROG and NOx would remain well below EDCAQMD significance thresholds. The
significance thresholds for PM1g and PMys are addressed in the EDCAQMD Guide to Air Quality
Assessment as being considered not significant if the project includes mitigation measures that
will comply with Rule 403 of the South Coast AQMD, described in Appendix C-1 of the
EDCAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment. Mitigation Measure AQ - 1 would implement dust
control measures described in Appendix C-1 of the EDCAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment
and would reduce fugitive dust particulate matter impacts from the Proposed Project to less
than significant levels.

Diesel exhaust particulate matter resulting from construction of the Proposed Project was
estimated using estimates of construction phasing and equipment activity (Sanders pers.
Comm). The CalEEMod model was used to develop estimates of the hours of use and
horsepower for each type of equipment used for construction of the Proposed Project. The
amount of diesel fuel used during the construction equipment activity was then estimated
using diesel fuel consumption rates from the Virginia Tech Publication Predicting Diesel Fuel
Consumption (KDA 2016). Using this technique to estimate diesel exhaust particulate matter
construction of the Proposed Project is estimated to result in the use of 5,052 gallons of diesel
fuel. This is above the 3,700 gallons of diesel fuel significance threshold for non T-BACT
engines. Therefore, based on the Diesel Exhaust Particulate Matter significance threshold
presented in the EDCAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment this is considered to be a
potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ — 2 would require
that at a minimum 4.06 percent of diesel fuel used by construction equipment be consumed by
1996 or later model year engines. Therefore, impacts related to air quality standards are
considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

Less Than Significant. El Dorado County is currently designated as “non-attainment” for ozone
and PM10. Projected growth and combined population, vehicle usage, and business activity
within the County, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects within the County and surrounding areas, could either delay attainment of established
standards or require the adoption of additional controls on existing and future air pollution
sources to offset emissions increases.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would involve minimal emissions during construction,
as proposed improvements would not increase the treatment volume at the WTP and would
not result in a substantial increase in long-term operational emissions. Construction emissions
would be short-term in duration, and would be implemented from June of 2016 to October
2017. Accordingly, the incremental contribution of the Proposed Project’s construction-related
emissions would not be considered cumulatively considerable. Therefore, impacts from the
Proposed Project are considered less than significant, cumulatively.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Project development would not introduce
sensitive receptors to the area, and thus, would not expose new sources of sensitive receptors
to any existing sources of substantially pollutant concentrations. However, the California Air
Resources Board promulgated the Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction,
Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operation (17 CCR 93105). This ATCM is a statewide
regulation triggered prior to the ground-disturbing activities in certain areas of California, and
applies to any size construction project, although there are more stringent mitigation
requirements for projects that exceed one acre.

The El Dorado County Naturally Occurring Asbestos Review Area Map identifies areas with
potential to contain naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) in El Dorado County. As identified by
the map the Project Site is located in a “Quarter Mile Buffer for More Likely to Contain Asbestos
or a Fault Line,” which indicates an elevated risk of the presence of NOA. Soil-disturbing
construction activities in the Project Site would result in an elevated risk of entraining NOA.
Therefore, impacts related to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations are considered a less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ — 3 through Mitigation Measure AQ - 6 would
require that the GDPUD comply with several CARB Airborne Toxic Control Measures and
develop Fugitive Dust Control and Asbestos Dust Control Mitigation Plans for project
construction. These implementation measures would reduce potential impacts from NOA to
less than significant levels.
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e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Operation of the project after construction at the existing WTP
would consist of continued water treatment with enhanced treatment capability for water
guality purposes but no increase in treatment volume. Operation of the project at the ALT WTP
after construction would not be expected to create additional odors that would affect a
substantial number of people. Operation of the drying beds may produce localized odors at the
immediate site during evaporation period. However, due to the short-term nature of the
evaporation period and with the nearest residence being located over 250 feet away, any odors
would not be expected to affect a substantial number of people. Construction of the project
could potentially create odors, primarily diesel odors and odors from any repaving or painting
at the WTP site. However, these odors would be temporary and sporadic and would not be
expected to affect substantial numbers of people. Therefore, impacts are considered less than

significant.

4.3.4. Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure AQ - 1:

Mitigation Measure AQ — 2:

Mitigation Measure AQ - 3:

Mitigation Measure AQ - 4:

Mitigation Measure AQ - 5:

During project construction all measures presented in
Section C.6 in Appendix C of the EDCAQMD Guide to Air
Quality Assessment — Determining Significance of Air
Quality Impacts Under the California Environmental
Quality Act shall be implemented to reduce the impacts
from fugitive dust PM*¥ and PM,.s emissions.

During project construction a minimum of 4.06 percent of
diesel fuel used by construction equipment shall be
consumed by 1996 or later model year engines (T-BACT
engines).

Project construction shall comply with California Air
Resources Board (CARB) Airborne Toxic Control Measure
(ATCM) 93105, Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading,
Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations.

Project construction shall comply with California Air
Resources Board (CARB) Airborne Toxic Control Measure
(ATCM) 93106, Asbestos ATCM for Surfacing Applications.

Project construction shall comply with EDCAQMD Rule
223-1, preparing a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. The project
shall comply with the additional dust control measures
required in Rule 223-1, including the preparation of a
Fugitive Dust Control Plan for approval by the EDCAQMD
and compliance with the approved plan during
construction.
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Mitigation Measure AQ — 6: Project construction at the ALT WTP site shall comply with
EDCAQMD Rule 223-2, Fugitive Dust, Asbestos Hazard
Mitigation. The project shall comply with the additional
dust control measures required in Rule 223-2, including
the preparation of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan for
approval by the EDCAQMD and compliance with the
approved plan during construction.
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4.4.

Biological Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No
Impact Impact

Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations,
or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

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

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands, as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal
wetlands, etc.), through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption or other means?

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

e)

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

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation L] ] L] X
Plan, or other approved local, regional
or state habitat conservation plan?

4.4.1. Environmental Setting

Methodology

In order to compile a list of potentially regionally occurring species and sensitive habitats, local
resource databases were reviewed for the 7.5-minute USGS Greenwood topographic
guadrangle map. Available information pertaining to the natural resources of the region was
reviewed, and site-specific information was reviewed including the following:

e Draft Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Improvements Project Environmental
Assessment/Initial Study, 2010, prepared by Foothill Associates;

e (California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB);

e California Native Plant Society (CNPS), Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of
California within the Greenwood Quad; and

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that
may be affected by Projects in the Greenwood 7.5-minuse series Topographic Quadrangle.

These results of these analyses are represented in the September 5, 2014 Biological Letter
Report [for the] Revised Site Plan for the Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant, El Dorado
County, California (Appendix C).

The CNDDB is a natural heritage database program maintained by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Division that provides natural history and location
information on rare, threatened, endangered, and other special-status species to the public,
other agencies, and conservation organizations (CDFW 2014). The CNDDB is often used as a
tool by natural resource specialists and project planners to identify special-status plant and
wildlife species that have been reported as occurring in specific geographic areas and habitat
types since this database tracks occurrences and records of rare and sensitive species. The
CNDDB was reviewed in order to determine the potential for special-status species to occur in
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the project vicinity. The following set of criteria has been used to determine each species’
potential for occurrence onsite:

Present: Species known to occur onsite, based on CNDDB records, and/or were observed
onsite during the field survey(s).

High: Species known to occur on or near the site (based on CNDDB records within 5
miles, and/ or based on professional expertise specific to the site or species) and
there is suitable habitat onsite.

Low: Species known to occur in the vicinity of the site, and there is marginal habitat
on the site and/ or species is not known to occur in the vicinity of the site;
however, there is suitable habitat onsite.

No: Species is not known to occur on or in the vicinity of the site and there is no
suitable habitat for the species on the site and/ or species was surveyed for
during the appropriate season with negative results.

After compiling a list of potentially occurring special-status species and sensitive habitats, a
reconnaissance-level habitat assessment was performed on August 11, 2014 in order to
document habitat types and plant and wildlife communities occurring within the Project Site.
During the site assessment, observed plant and wildlife species were recorded and biological
communities onsite were categorized and assessed for the potential to support special-status
species. For each species, habitat requirements were assessed and compared to the habitats
recorded in the database records to determine their potential to occur within the Project Site.
Special-status species were excluded if the Project Site lacked suitable habitat or if their range
occurs outside of the Project Site geographic range. Species without the potential to occur
within the Project Site are not discussed further in this document.

Biological Communities

El Dorado County supports a wide diversity of plant and wildlife species and ranges in
elevations from 200 in the western portion of the County to over 10,800 feet in elevation in the
eastern portion of the County (El Dorado County 2009). Generally, El Dorado County can be
described as gently rolling annual grassland and oak woodland slopes in the east transitioning
to more dominant coniferous pine and fir forests at higher elevations and more xeric landscape
on the eastern slope. El Dorado County supports a variety of habitats that are important for
movement corridors, and resident, breeding, and foraging habitat areas (El Dorado County
2004). A more in-depth discussion of wildlife movement corridors and those that occur in El
Dorado County and the project vicinity are included below under Sensitive Habitats.

Sensitive Habitats

Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise separated by
rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance. The fragmentation of open space
areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of wildlife habitat. Fragmentation can also
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occur when a portion of one or more habitats is converted into another habitat, such as when
woodland or scrub habitat is altered or converted into grasslands after a disturbance such as
fire, mudslide, or grading activities. Wildlife corridors mitigate the effects of this fragmentation
by: (1) allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, thereby permitting depleted
populations to be replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) providing escape routes
from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk of catastrophic events
(such as fire or disease) on population or local species extinction; and (3) serving as travel
routes for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search of food, water,
mates, and other needs.

The western portion of El Dorado County supports important migratory deer populations. Deer
populations throughout the County have been characterized by both the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife and the Tahoe National Forest as stable to slightly declining (CDFW 2009).

4.4.2. Regulatory Setting
Federal, State, and local regulations applicable to the Proposed Project are discussed below.

Federal Regulations

Federal Endangered Species Act

The United States Congress passed the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) in 1973 to
protect those species that are endangered or threatened with extinction. The FESA is intended
to operate in conjunction with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to help protect the
ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend.

The FESA prohibits the “take” of endangered or threatened wildlife species. “Take” is defined
to include harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping,
capturing, or collecting wildlife species or any attempt to engage in such conduct (FESA Section
3 [(3)(19)]). Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation
that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing behavioral patterns (50
CFR §17.3). Harassment is defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed
species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns (50 CFR §17.3).
Actions that result in take can result in civil or criminal penalties.

The FESA and Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 guidelines prohibit the issuance of wetland
permits for projects that jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such
species. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) must consult with the USFWS and/or the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) when threatened or endangered
species under their jurisdiction may be affected by a project. In the context of the project, FESA
would be triggered if development resulted in take of a threatened or endangered species or if
issuance of a Section 404 permit or other federal agency action could result in “take” of an
endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat of such a species.
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Executive Order 11990 “Protection of Wetlands”

Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to take action to minimize the destruction,
loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values
of wetlands. The Order further requires that federal agencies avoid undertaking or providing
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless a finding can be made that the
proposed action is the only practicable alternative and that this alternative includes all
practicable measures necessary to minimize harm to wetlands.

State Regulations

California Endangered Species Act

The State of California enacted the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984. CESA is
similar to the FESA but pertains to State-listed endangered and threatened species. CESA
requires State agencies to consult with the CDFW when preparing CEQA documents to ensure
that lead agency actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or result
in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of
those species, if there are reasonable and prudent alternatives available (Fish and Game Code
§2080). The CESA directs agencies to consult with CDFW on projects or actions that could
affect listed species, directs CDFW to determine whether jeopardy would occur, and allows
CDFW to identify “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the project consistent with
conserving the species. CESA allows CDFW to authorize exceptions to the State’s prohibition
against take of a listed species if the "take" of a listed species is incidental to carrying out an
otherwise lawful project that has been approved under CEQA (Fish & Game Code §2081).

CDFW Species of Concern

In addition to formal listing under FESA and CESA, species receive additional consideration by
CDFW and lead agencies during the CEQA process. Species that may be considered for review
are included on a list of “Species of Special Concern”, developed by these resource agencies. It
tracks species in California whose numbers, reproductive success, or habitat may be in decline.

California Native Plant Society

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) maintains a rank of plant species native to California
that has low population numbers, limited distribution, or are otherwise threatened with
extinction. This information is published in the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of
California (CNPS 2001). Potential impacts to populations of CNPS-ranked plants receive
consideration under CEQA review. The following identifies the definitions of the CNPS rankings:

e Rank 1A: Plants presumed Extinct in California
e Rank 1B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere

e Rank 2: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more numerous
elsewhere
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e Rank 3: Plants about which we need more information — A Review List
e Rank 4: Plants of limited distribution — A Watch List

Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Codes

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), first enacted in 1916, prohibits any person, unless
permitted by regulations, to:

“pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell,
offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for
transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means
whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any
manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this Convention . . . for the protection of
migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird.” (16 U.S.C. 703). Thus, it is illegal
under MBTA to directly kill, or destroy a nest of, nearly any bird species, not just endangered
species. Activities that result in removal or destruction of an active nest (a nest with eggs or
young being attended by one or more adults) would violate the MBTA. Removal of unoccupied
nests, or bird mortality resulting indirectly from disturbance activities, is not considered a
violation of the MBTA.

Section 3503.5 of the CDFG Code states that it is “unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds
in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest
or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted
pursuant thereto.” Disturbance activities that result in abandonment of an active bird-of-prey
nest in areas adjacent to the disturbance may also be considered a violation of the CDFG Code.

Clean Water Act

The USACE regulates discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States
under Section 404 of the CWA. “Discharges of fill material” is defined as the addition of fill
material into waters of the United States, including, but not limited to the following: placement
of fill that is necessary for the construction of any structure, or impoundment requiring rock,
sand, dirt, or other material for its construction; site-development fills for recreational,
industrial, commercial, residential, and other uses; causeways or road fills; and fill for intake
and outfall pipes, and subaqueous utility lines [33 C.F.R. §328.2(f)]. In addition, Section 401 of
the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires any applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any
activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States to obtain a
certification that the discharge will comply with the applicable effluent limitations and water
quality standards.

Waters of the United States include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams
(including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, and wet meadows.
Boundaries between jurisdictional waters and uplands are determined in a variety of ways
depending on which type of waters is present. Methods for delineating wetlands and non-tidal
waters are described below.
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e Wetlands are defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support and under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions” [33 C.F.R. §328.3(b)]. Presently, to be a wetland, a site must
exhibit three wetland criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland
hydrology existing under the “normal circumstances” for the site.

e The lateral extent of non-tidal waters is determined by delineating the ordinary high
water mark (OHWM) [33 C.F.R. §328.4(c)(1)]. The OHWM is defined by the USACE as
“the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical
character of the soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and
debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding
areas” [33 C.F.R. §328.3(e)].

California Department Fish and Game Code Section 1600

CDFW is a trustee agency that has jurisdiction under Section 1600 et. seq. of the CDFG Code.
Under Section 1602, any public or private entity must notify CDFW if a proposed project will
“substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or
bank of any river, stream, or lake designated by the department, or use any material from the
streambeds except when the Department has been notified pursuant to Section 1600.” If an
existing fish or wildlife resource may be substantially adversely affected by the activity, COFW
may propose reasonable measures that will allow protection of those resources. If these
measures are agreeable to the parties involved, they may enter into an agreement with CDFW
identifying the approved activities and associated mitigation measures.

4.4.3. Regional Regulations

El Dorado County General Plan

The El Dorado County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element identifies specific
goals, objectives, and policies pertaining to the management, preservation, and conservation of
natural resources and open space (El Dorado County 2004). The General Plan states that
existing natural resources and open space to be conserved and improved include water, native
plants, fish, wildlife species and habitat, and federally classified wilderness areas; and preserve
resources of significant biological and ecological importance.

Goal7.4 Wildlife and Vegetation Resources

Identify, conserve, and manage wildlife, wildlife habitat, fisheries, and
vegetation resources of significant biological, ecological, and recreational

value.
Objective 7.4.1 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species
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Policy 7.4.1.6

Objective 7.4.2

Policy 7.4.2.5

Policy 7.4.2.9

The County shall protect State and Federally recognized rare, threatened,
or endangered species and their habitats consistent with Federal and
State laws.

All development projects involving discretionary review shall be designed
to avoid disturbance or fragmentation of important habitats to the extent
reasonably feasible. Where avoidance is not possible, the development
shall be required to fully mitigate the effects of important habitat loss and
fragmentation. Mitigation shall be defined in the Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan (INRMP).

Identify and Protect Resources

Identification and protection, where feasible, of critical fish and wildlife
habitat including deer winter, summer, and fawning ranges; deer
migration routes; stream and river riparian habitat; lake shore habitat;
fish spawning areas; wetlands; wildlife corridors; and diverse wildlife
habitat.

Setbacks from all rivers, streams, and lakes shall be included in the Zoning
Ordinance for all ministerial and discretionary development projects.

The Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay shall apply to lands
identified as having high wildlife habitat values because of extent, habitat
function, connectivity, and other factors. Lands located within the overlay
district shall be subject to the following provisions except that where the
overlay is applied to lands that are also subject to the Agricultural District
(-A) overlay or that are within the Agricultural Lands (AL) designation, the
land use restrictions associated with the -IBC policies will not apply to the
extent that the agricultural practices do not interfere with the purposes of
the -IBC overlay.

e Increased minimum parcel size;

e Higher canopy-retention standards and/or different mitigation
standards/thresholds for oak woodlands;

e Lower thresholds for grading permits;

e Higher wetlands/riparian retention standards and/or more stringent
mitigation requirements for wetland/riparian habitat loss;

e Increased riparian corridor and wetland setbacks;

e Greater protection for rare plants (e.g., no disturbance at all or
disturbance only as recommended by U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service/California Department of Fish and Game);

e Standards for retention of contiguous areas/large expanses of other
(non-oak or non-sensitive) plant communities;
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e Building permits discretionary or some other type of “site review” to
ensure that canopy is retained;

e More stringent standards for lot coverage, floor area ratio (FAR), and
building height; and

e No hindrances to wildlife movement (e.g., no fences that would
restrict wildlife movement).

The standards listed above shall be included in the Zoning Ordinance.

Wildland Fire Safe measures are exempt from this policy, except that Fire
Safe measures will be designed insofar as possible to be consistent with
the objectives of the Important Biological Corridor.

Objective 7.4.4 Forest and Oak Woodland Resources

Protect and conserve forest and woodland resources for their wildlife
habitat, recreation, water production, domestic livestock grazing,
production of a sustainable flow of wood products, and aesthetic values.

Policy 7.4.4.4 For all new development projects (not including agricultural cultivation
and actions pursuant to an approved Fire Safe Plan necessary to protect
existing structures, both of which are exempt from this policy) that would
result in soil disturbance on parcels that (1) are over an acre and have at
least 1 percent total canopy cover or (2) are less than an acre and have at
least 10 percent total canopy cover by woodlands habitats as defined in
this General Plan and determined from base line aerial photography or by
site survey performed by a qualified biologist or licensed arborist, the
County shall require one of two mitigation options: (1) the project
applicant shall adhere to the tree canopy retention and replacement
standards described below; or (2) the project applicant shall contribute to
the County’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP)
conservation fund described in Policy 7.4.2.8.

Option A
The County shall apply the following tree canopy retention standards:

Percent Existing Canopy Cover | Canopy Cover to be Retained
80-100 60% of existing canopy
60-79 70% of existing canopy
40-59 80% of existing canopy
20-39 85% of existing canopy
10-19 90% of existing canopy
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Policy 7.4.4.5

Objective 7.4.5

Policy 7.4.5.2

1-9 for parcels > 1 acre 90% of existing canopy

Under Option A, the project applicant shall also replace woodland habitat
removed at 1:1 ratio. Impacts on woodland habitat and mitigation
requirements shall be addressed in a Biological Resources Study and
Important Habitat Mitigation Plan as described in Policy 7.4.2.8.
Woodland replacement shall be based on a formula, developed by the
County, that accounts for the number of trees and acreage affected.

Where existing individual or a group of oak trees are lost within a stand, a
corridor of oak trees shall be retained that maintains continuity between
all portions of the stand. The retained corridor shall have a tree density
that is equal to the density of the stand.

Native Vegetation and Landmark Trees

Protect and maintain native trees including oaks and landmark and
heritage trees.

It shall be the policy of the County to preserve native oaks wherever
feasible, through the review of all proposed development activities where
such trees are present on either public or private property, while at the
same time recognizing individual rights to develop private property in a
reasonable manner. To ensure that oak tree loss is reduced to reasonable
acceptable levels, the County shall develop and implement an Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance that includes the following components:

A. Oak Tree Removal Permit Process. Except under special exemptions, a
tree removal permit shall be required by the County for removal of
any native oak tree with a single main trunk of at least 6 inches’
diameter at breast height (dbh), or a multiple trunk with an aggregate
of at least 10 inches dbh. Special exemptions when a tree removal
permit is not needed shall include removal of trees less than 36 inches
dbh on 1) lands in Williamson Act Contracts, Farmland Security Zone
Programs, Timber Production Zones, Agricultural Districts, designated
Agricultural Land (AL), and actions pursuant to a Fire Safe plan; 2) all
single family residential lots of one acre or less that cannot be further
subdivided; 3) when a native oak tree is cut down on the owner’s
property for the owner’s personal use; and 4) when written approval
has been received from the County Planning Department. In passing
judgment upon tree removal permit applications, the County may
impose such reasonable conditions of approval as are necessary to
protect the health of existing oak trees, the public and the
surrounding property, or sensitive habitats. The County Planning
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Department may condition any removal of native oaks upon the
replacement of trees in kind. The replacement requirement shall be
calculated based upon an inch for inch replacement of removed oaks.
The total of replacement trees shall have a combined diameter of the
tree(s) removed. Replacement trees may be planted onsite or in other
areas to the satisfaction of the County Planning Department. The
County may also condition any tree removal permit that would affect
sensitive habitat (e.g., valley oak woodland), on preparation of a
Biological Resources Study and an Important Habitat Mitigation
Program as described in Policy 7.4.1.6. If an application is denied, the
County shall provide written notification, including the reasons for
denial, to the applicant.

B. Tree Removal Associated with Discretionary Project. Any person
desiring to remove a native oak shall provide the County with the
following as part of the project application:

e A written statement by the applicant or an arborist stating the
justification for the development activity, identifying how trees in
the vicinity of the project or construction site will be protected and
stating that all construction activity will follow approved
preservation methods;

e Asite map plan that identifies all native oaks on the project site;
and

e Areport by a certified arborist that provides specific information
for all native oak trees on the project site.

4.4.4. Impact Analysis

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Proposed Project would involve
construction of several new facilities and the renovation of existing facilities to bring the
Auburn Lake Trails WTP into compliance with State and federal standards. A Biological Letter
Report was prepared for the two-acre site to document potential for sensitive species and
biological communities to occur within the Project Site (Foothill Associates 2014). The criteria
enumerated within the methodology subsection under “Environmental Setting” were utilized to
determine each species potential for occurrence within the Project Site. Only those species
that are known to be present or that have a high or low potential for occurrence will be
discussed in further detail.
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Listed and Special-Status Plants

Brandegee’s Clarkia

Brandegee’s clarkia (Clarkia biloba ssp. brandegeeae) is an annual herb found often in roadcuts
within chaparral, cismontane woodland, and coniferous forest. There are three CNDDB record
for this species within five miles of the Project Site (Figure 4.4-1) (CDFW 2016. The records are
to the north and west of the Project Site. The coniferous forest provides habitat for the
species. Brandegee’s clarkia was not observed within the Project Site during the biological
survey. This species has a high potential to occur within the Project Site.

Butte County Fritillary

Butte County fritillary (Fritillaria eastwoodiae) is found in cismontane woodland, chaparral, and
lower montane coniferous forest. There is one CNDDB record for this species within five miles
of the Project Site (Figure 4.4-1) (CDFW 2016. The record is approximately 2.5 miles northeast
of the Project Site. The coniferous forest provides habitat for the species. Butte County
fritillary was not observed within the Project Site during the biological survey. This species has
a high potential to occur within the Project Site.

Oval-Leaved Viburnum

Oval-leaved viburnum (Viburnum ellipticum) is a perennial bulbiferous herb found in
cismontane woodland, chaparral, and lower montane coniferous forest. There is one CNDDB
record for this species within five miles of the Project Site (Figure 4.4-1) (CDFW 2016. The
record is approximately 4.5 miles northwest of the Project Site. The coniferous forest provides
habitat for the species. Oval-leaved viburnum was not observed within the Project Site during
the biological survey. This species has a high potential to occur within the Project Site.

Listed and Special-Status Wildlife

Northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata) and migratory birds and other birds of prey
have a high potential to occur within the Project Site, and the California red-legged frog (Rana
draytonii) has a low potential to occur within the Project Site.

Special-Species with a High Potential to Occur

Northwestern Pond Turtle

Northwestern pond turtles require slow moving perennial aquatic habitats with suitable
basking sites. Northwestern pond turtles occasionally inhabit irrigation ditches. Suitable
aquatic habitat typically has a muddy or rocky bottom and has emergent aquatic vegetation for
cover. There is one CNDDB record for this species within five miles of the Project Site (Figure
4.4-1) (CDFW 2016. The record is approximately one-mile south of the Project Site. The pond
provides habitat for the species. No northwestern pond turtles were observed within the
Project Site during the biological survey. This species has a high potential to occur within the
Project Site.
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Migratory Birds and Other Birds of Prey

Migratory birds and other birds of prey, protected under 50 CFR 10 of the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (MBTA) and/or Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code, have the potential to
nest in the ornamental trees and coniferous forest within the Project Site. Trees within 500
feet of the Project Site provide habitat for nesting birds. Several birds protected under the
MBTA and/or Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code were observed foraging within
the vicinity of the Project Site. Migratory birds and other birds of prey have a high potential to
nest within the Project Site during the nesting season.

Special-Status Species with a Low Potential to Occur

California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF)

CRLF typically inhabit ponds, slow-moving creeks, and streams with deep pools that are lined
with dense emergent marsh or shrubby riparian vegetation. Eggs often are attached to
emergent vegetation and float at the surface. Submerged root masses and undercut banks are
important habitat features for this species. In summer, CRLF aestivate in small mammal
burrows, leaf litter, or other moist sites in or near riparian areas. Although CRLF historically
occurred throughout much of the Central Valley, it is widely accepted that they have been
extirpated from there for more than 50 years. All of the extant records for CRLF in the Sierras
are over 800 feet above MSL. Below this elevation, aquatic habitat generally supports stronger
populations of non-native predators associated with warm water habitats such as bullfrogs
(Lithobates catesbeiana) and Centrarchid fish.

There are no known CNDDB occurrences for this species within five miles of the Project Site
(CDFW 2016. The nearest CNDDB occurrence is approximately seven miles east of the Project
Site. The pond within the Project Site contains hundreds of bullfrogs and fish, which are
predators to CRLF, and the species’ typically, do not co-exist. In addition, the Project Site lacks
dense riparian vegetation required for shelter and for egg-laying. Further, the Project Site lacks
upland aestivation habitat given that the pond is surrounded by ruderal/developed areas that
lack small mammal burrows. No CRLF were observed within the Project Site during the
biological survey. Although unlikely given the lack of known occurrences within five miles, the
large number of bullfrogs and fish that occur within the pond, which are predators to CRLF, and
the lack of dense riparian required for CRLF for shelter or egg-laying, CRLF have a low potential
to occur within the Project Site.

The September 2, 2015 letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Concurrence with
a May Effect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect Determination for the Auburn Lake Trails Water
Treatment Upgrade Project, El Dorado County California concurs with the finding that the
Proposed Project may affect, but is not likely to affect the federally-threatened CRLF (Appendix
D). The letter states that it is unlikely that the CRLF would be affected by the Proposed Project
because the Project Site is small and mostly developed or ruderal; the Proposed Project would
not affect any aquatic habitat; there are numerous bullfrogs and fish in the nearby pond with
no other aquatic habitat nearby; and there are no document occurrences of CRLF within five
miles of the Project Site. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO — 1 would
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ensure that the CRLF would not be adversely affected by the Proposed Project by requiring pre-
construction surveys and construction personnel training.

Conclusion

Several special-status species have been identified and/or have the potential to occur within
the Project Site and would be impacted by the Proposed Project. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO — 1 through Mitigation Measure BIO — 4 would require pre-construction surveys
prior to implementation of construction activities ensuring no adverse effects to special-status
species. These measures would reduce potential impacts to special-status species to a less than
significant level. Therefore, impacts to special-status species are considered to be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

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

Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Sensitive habitats include those that are of
special concern to resources agencies or those that are protected under CEQA, Section 1600 of
the California Fish and Game Code, or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (see above detail on
Regulatory Setting). The Project Site includes the following biological communities:
ruderal/developed, disturbed non-native grassland, coniferous forest, wetland, and settling
pond (Figure 4.4-2). Table 4.4-1 below provides a summary of biological communities be
acreage within the Project Site. Dominant vegetation within each habitat type is identified
below.

TABLE 4.4-1 — BioLOGICAL COMMUNITIES WITHIN THE PROJECT SITE

Habitat Type Acreage
Ruderal/Developed 0.94
Non-Native Annual Grassland 0.79
Coniferous Forest 0.15
Wetland <0.01
Settling Pond 0.07
Total 1.96

Biological Communities

Ruderal/Developed

The majority of the Project Site is comprised of ruderal/developed areas. Ruderal/developed
areas include: water tanks and buildings, graded roads, and disturbed ground. Ornamental
landscape trees including coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) and cedar (Cedrus sp.) occur
within the ruderal areas. Non-native weedy species including turkey-mullein (Croton setigerus)
and yellow star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis) occur within the disturbed ground.
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Biological Communities
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1.952 Acres
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Non-Native Annual Grassland

Disturbed non-native annual grassland occurs within the eastern portion of the Project Site.
The grassland had recently been mowed at the time of the August 11, 2014 biological survey.
Dominant vegetation includes: soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), wild oat (Avena sp.), and
yellow star-thistle.

Coniferous Forest

Coniferous forest occurs within the southern portion of the Project Site. Dominant vegetation
includes foothill pine (Pinus sabiniana), soft brome, and wild oat.

Wetland

A wetland occurs within the southern portion of the Project Site. The wetland is a man-made
feature that was formed from runoff from the tanks within the Project Site. The wetland is
present year-round as a result of the continual runoff from water treatment operations. The
wetland would dry up if water stopped flowing from the tanks. Dominant vegetation includes:
Johnson grass (Sorghum halipense), spikerush (Eleocharis macrostachya), cudweed (Euchiton
sp.), nutsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), and salt grass (Distichlis spicata).

Settling Pond

A water settling pond is located in the southern portion of the Project Site. The pond is
routinely cleared of vegetation during routine maintenance activities. At the time of the August
11, 2014 biological survey, the perimeter of the pond was comprised of sparsely vegetated
species including nutsedge, cattail (Typha sp.), and annual beard grass (Polypogon
monspeliensis).

The water settling pond operation is routinely cleared of vegetation up to the property
boundary. This management practice precludes the establishment or presence of any riparian
vegetation and reduces the likelihood that the pond would be used by California red-legged
frog and northwestern pond turtle. The pond is relatively shallow and barren, which further
reduces their habitat value for these two species. However, due to the close proximity of the
pond to the reservoir, the water settling pond represents low quality habitat for the California
red-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle. In addition, biological communities on the
Project Site have the potential to support special-status species.

The settling pond was constructed in uplands as part of the construction of the WTP and is
therefore not subject to jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (40 CFR
230.3(s)(7)). The wetland is a man-made feature that was formed from runoff from the tanks
within the Project Site. Although the wetland is present year-round as a result of the continual
runoff from water treatment operations and would dry up if water stopped flowing from the
tanks. Therefore, in accordance with Final Rule issued by the Corps in 1986 (51 Federal Register
41217: CFR 328.3d(b), November 13, 1986), this wetland is not considered jurisdictional.
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Conclusion

Project development would involve the construction of several new facilities as well as
upgrades to existing facilities, potentially impacting sensitive habitats. There are several oak
trees that occur on the Project Site along Sweetwater Trail; therefore, El Dorado County
General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4 would apply to the Proposed Project if these trees would be
removed as part of project development. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO — 5
would require an arborist survey prior to removal of any oak trees and a buffer around tree
driplines for root protection. Impacts to wetlands and ponds are regulated by the County of El
Dorado under General Plan Policy 7.3.3.4, which calls for a minimum setback of 100 feet from
perennial streams, rivers, and lakes, and 50 feet from intermitted streams and wetlands.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO — 6 would reduce impacts to sensitive habitats to
less than significant by establishing a 100-foot setback from the reservoir and requiring the
implementation of best management practices. Impacts are therefore considered less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal
wetlands, etc.), through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means?

No Impact. A professional biologist conducted a field habitat assessment on August 11, 2014
and determined that there are no federally protected wetlands or waters of the U.S. as defined
by Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pools, coastal, etc.)
occurring on the Project Site. The settling pond was constructed in uplands as part of the
construction of the WTP and is therefore not subject to jurisdiction under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (40 CFR 230.3(s)(7)). The wetland is a man-made feature that was formed
from runoff from the tanks within the Project Site. Although the wetland is present year-round
as a result of the continual runoff from water treatment operations, it has formed since the
2010 EA/IS and would dry up if water stopped flowing from the tanks. Therefore, in accordance
with Final Rule issued by the Corps in 1986 (51 Federal Register 41217: CFR 328.3d(b),
November 13, 1986), this wetland is not jurisdictional. Therefore, no impacts to federally
protected wetlands and waters of the U.S. would result from development of the Proposed
Project.

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Proposed Project would result in
construction activities within portions of El Dorado County designated as an “Important
Biological Corridor”. As stated in the General Plan, the “Important Biological Corridor overlay
shall apply to lands identified as having high wildlife habitat values because of extent, habitat
function, connectivity, and other factors” (El Dorado County 2004). Migratory birds and other
birds of prey live within the trees and shrubs on the Project Site that may be affected by project
construction. Mitigation Measure BIO — 2 would reduce impacts to any nesting raptors or bird
species protected by the MBTA to below the level of significance. The majority of the Project
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Site is developed or mowed; therefore, proposed improvements are not expected to
substantially interfere with any other native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species,
established native or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites. Therefore, impacts to wildlife corridors are considered less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Pursuant to the El Dorado General Plan,
potential impacts to plant or wildlife species that are State and federally recognized are
expected to be avoided or minimized with Mitigation Measure BIO — 1 through Mitigation
Measure BIO — 4. Sub-section “a@” provides a more detailed discussion or listed species and
their corresponding mitigation measures, where applicable.

A smaller number of planted trees occur on the WTP site. Trees, together and individually,
compose the character of each site and serve as habitat for several species of wildlife. The E/
Dorado County General Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element regulates impacts to tree
canopy under General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4. This policy set forth percentages of on-site canopy
retention requirements for development projects until the County developed a County-wide
strategy. In 2008, the County adopted the E/ Dorado County Oak Woodland Management Plan
(OWMP) to implement these General Plan oak woodland protection policies. The County’s
adoption of the OWMP was challenged in court. In 2012, the Appellate Court upheld the CEQA
challenge to the OWMP and directed the County to prepare an Environmental Impact Report
for the OWMP. Currently, a General Plan amendment is being prepared to clarify and refine
the County’s oak tree protection policies.

As a result, only Option “A” of Policy 7.4.4.4 is applicable to oak woodland mitigation. Impacts
to oak woodland canopy are currently assessed under the Interim Interpretive Guidelines
amended October 12, 2007 (see El Dorado County Plan section above for Policy 7.4.4.4). The
Project Site contains several oak trees along Sweetwater Trail. If any oak trees must be
removed as a result of the Proposed Project Mitigation Measure BIO — 5 shall be implemented.
This mitigation measure would reduce any impacts to trees regulated by the County’s tree
ordinance to a less than significant level by requiring an arborist survey and possible mitigation
required by Policy 7.4.4.4.

Policy 7.4.2.5 in the El Dorado General Plan requires that a setback from all rivers streams, and
lakes be included in the Zoning Ordinance for all ministerial and discretionary development
projects. The Project Site is located adjacent to reservoirs and the site boundaries about these
water bodies. There is currently no formally designated setback for water bodies in the Zoning
Ordinance; however, a setback of 100 feet is in place through the El Dorado General Plan,
Conservation and Open Space Element until a setback is implemented through the Zoning
Ordinance. Mitigation Measure BIO - 6, would reduce potential impacts to the nearby
reservoirs to below the level of significance. Therefore, impacts are considered less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat

conservation plan?

No Impact. There are no adopted or proposed Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community
Conservation Plans or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plans that
include the Project Site. Therefore, no conflicts with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or
State habitat conservation plans would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. Therefore,
there would be no impact to a Conservation Plan resulting from development of the Proposed

Project.

4.4.5. Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure BIO —1:

Pre-construction survey(s) for California red-legged frog
(CRLF) species shall be performed. At least 15 calendar
days prior to beginning the pre-construction surveys, the
applicant shall submit the name(s) and credentials of
biologist(s) who could conduct the surveys to the USFWS.
The survey(s) only needs to be conducted within 100 feet
of the frog’s associated aquatic and bank habitats, as well
as the water settling ponds on the WTP site. Survey(s)
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist, in accordance
with USFWS Guidelines, and during the appropriate time
of year for optimal detection of this species, from February
through May when this species is most active. If there is a
rain event between when the protocol surveys were
performed and when construction begins, the USFWS
approved biologist shall survey the area to be affected
within 24 hours of the onset of construction.

Prior to construction a USFWS approved biologist shall
train all construction personnel regarding habitat
sensitivity and identification of special-status species,
including the CRLF. This training shall include the legal
status of the CRLF and penalties for “take” of the species,
and the proper action to take if the species is
encountered. If new construction personnel are added to
the project, the contractor will ensure that the personnel
receive the mandatory training before starting work. A
fact sheet that contains this information will be prepared
and distributed to all construction personnel. Upon
complete of training, construction personnel will sign a
form stating that they attended the training and
understand all the conservation and protection measures.
Additionally, all erosion control measures shall be free of
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Mitigation Measure BIO — 2:

Mitigation Measure BIO - 3:

plastic monofilament or netting, preventing the
entanglement of amphibians and reptiles in these
materials.

If the CRLF is found during focused surveys, then a detailed
mitigation plan shall be prepared upon consultation with
CDFW and/or USFWS which may include measures to
minimize adverse effects of construction on California red-
legged frog and its associated habitat. The mitigation plan
would include a monitoring plan for this species during the
period of construction. If a CRLF is found during
construction all work in the immediate area shall stop and
the USFWS will be contacted. The CRLF will not be
handled or harassed, and work shall not continue until the
USFWS has provided guidance.

A pre-construction raptor survey within suitable nest trees
shall be conducted if construction activities are scheduled
to begin during the raptor nesting season (January 1 -
September 31). A qualified biologist shall conduct the
survey no more than 30 days prior to the onset of
construction activities. If active nests are found on or
within 500 feet of the site, CDFW shall be consulted and
most likely CDFW will require that an appropriate buffer
be established around the nest until the young have
fledged or until the biologist has determined that the nest
is no longer active. If the construction activities are
scheduled to begin during the non-breeding season
(October 1- December 31), a survey is not required, and no
further mitigation measures are expected to be necessary.
If tree removal is determined necessary, timing tree
removal to occur during this time frame would also reduce
the potential for raptors to nest within the construction
limits of the site during the nesting season.

A pre-construction survey for northwestern pond turtle
shall be performed. The survey(s) shall be conducted in
the turtle’s associated aquatic and upland habitats
(portions of the sites within 200 feet of the reservoirs and
water settling ponds). Surveys shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist, in accordance with CDFW guidelines,
and during the appropriate time of year, from February
through late October, when this species is most active.
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If this species is not found on the Project Site during the
focused pre-construction survey, no further mitigation
would be required. However, if this species is found
during focused surveys, then a detailed mitigation plan
shall be prepared upon consultation with CDFW and shall
include measures to minimize adverse effects of
construction on northwestern pond turtle and its
associated habitat, including a monitoring plan for this
species during the period of construction.

Mitigation Measure BIO — 4. A pre-construction survey for special-status plant species
with potential to occur within the Project Site shall be
performed to determine their presence or absence within
the Project Site prior to the installation of WTP
improvements. Special-status plant species that shall be
surveyed include: Brandegee’s Clarkia (Clarikia biloba ssp.
brandegeeae), Butte County Fritillary (Fritillaria
eastwoodiae), and Oval-Leaved Viburnum (Viburnum
ellipticum). The focused botanical survey(s) shall be
performed within the optimum identification period, to
the extent possible, of each species identified in Appendix
C with a high potential to occur within the Project Site.

If these species are not found on the Project Site, then no
further mitigation would be required. However, if these
species are found, then consultation with the appropriate
resource agencies shall be required and a mitigation plan
shall be prepared. The mitigation plan should detail the
various mitigation approaches to ensure “no-net-loss” of
special-status plants. Examples of mitigation include
avoidance of the plant species, acquisition of credits at an
approved mitigation bank, or acquisition and preservation
of property that supports these species.

Mitigation Measure BIO - 5: Prior to any tree impacts occurring from project-related
construction/improvements, an arborist survey shall be
performed by an International Society of Arboriculture
Certified Arborist based on the preparation of final site
grading plans. Per the General Plan, the amount of tree
impacts, oak tree canopy and oak woodland occurring on
the Project Site, if any, shall be determined during the
arborist survey and results presented in the arborist
report. Only tree species subject to protection under the
El Dorado County General Plan would require inventory
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Mitigation Measure BIO — 6:

and possible mitigation required by the El Dorado County
General Plan policies and Oak Woodland Ordinance. If
indirect impacts to a tree’s dripline or root protection zone
may occur, measures to minimize impacts during
construction shall be implemented. All impact avoidance
measures identified in the El Dorado General Plan shall be
implemented prior to, during, and following construction
as appropriate.

Project activities shall be conducted outside of the
temporary setback distance of 100 feet from the reservoirs
adjacent to the Project Site, where possible.

If unavoidable project activities on the Project Site must
occur within the 100-foot setback, uphill from the
respective reservoir, then an entrenched silt-fence shall be
installed adjacent to the downhill limit of work to fully
encompass the lower side of the active area. Silt fences
shall be installed per guidelines included in the California
Department of Transportation, Construction Site Best
Management Practices Manual, Silt Fences (California
Department of Conservation 2003). Additionally, no work
will occur within 10 feet of the edge of any wetland or
riparian vegetation associated with either reservoir. Prior
to the removal of any silt fences, or during the
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), a
Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality or Certified
Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control be consulted
on best stabilization and sediment control options.
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4.5. Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section u u u 3
15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section D IZ D D
15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or [] X [] []
unique geological feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal [] X [] []
cemeteries?

4.5.1. Environmental Setting

The Project Site encompasses approximately two acres located between Sweetwater Trail on
the east and north, and State Route 193 on the south, in northern El Dorado County, California.
The Auburn Lake Trails facility is located within the southwest quarter of Section 1 of Township
12 North, Range 9 East, as shown on the USGS Greenwood 7.5-minute series quadrangle.

Much of the land in this general area has been subjected to mining, logging, agricultural, and
light residential development, while the area has been subjected to extensive past mining and
ranching since the middle of the 19th Century. A number of important water courses are
located near the project area, including the Middle Fork of the American River, which is located
approximately four miles northwest of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) (Jensen 2010).

Most of the ALT WTP APE has been subjected to intensive disturbance. The existing facility
consists of multiple structures, tanks, effluent ponds, underground components, fencing and
utilities. The existing facility consists entirely of contemporary water treatment components
and structures. The location of the proposed filter building consists of a moderately steep slope
of mowed grasses (Jensen 2010).

Based on available topographic and other maps, but notwithstanding the effects of past and
on-going land uses, the project area appeared to contain lands moderate in sensitivity for both
prehistoric and historic sites and features (Jensen 2010).
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Geology

El Dorado County is located within the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province of California
consisting of Pliocene and older deposits and characterized by steep-sided hills and narrow,
rocky stream channels. Geologic deposits have been subject to uplifting as a result of plate
tectonics, granitic intrusion, and volcanic activity. The east-west orientation of stream channels
within the County is a result of glaciation and volcanic activity (County of El Dorado 2003).

Methodology

Compliance with CEQA requires completion of projects in conformity with the amended
(October 1998). Guidelines, including in particular Section 15064.5, Compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires completion of projects in
conformity with the standards, guidelines, and principles in the Advisory Council’s Treatment of
Archaeological Properties: A Handbook (1980), and Archaeology and Historic Preservation:
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines (1983). Based on these rules, regulations
and laws, the following tasks were considered an adequate and appropriate Scope of Work for
the archaeological inventory:

e Conduct a records search at the North Central Information Center of the California
Historical Resources Information System at CSU-Sacramento and consult with the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and Native American representatives on the
NAHC contact list. The goals of the records search and consultation are to determine (a)
the extent and distribution of previous archaeological surveys, (b) the locations of
known archaeological sites and any previously recorded archaeological districts, and (c)
the relationship between known sites and environmental variables. This step is also
designed to ensure that, during subsequent field survey work, all significant/eligible
cultural resources are discovered, correctly identified, and properly interpreted.

e Conduct a complete-coverage, intensive pedestrian survey of the APE. The purpose of
the pedestrian survey is to ensure that previously recorded sites identified during the
records search and consultation are re-located and eligibility evaluations updated on the
basis of existing conditions vis-a-vis site integrity and condition. For previously
undocumented sites discovered, the field survey would involve formally recording these
on State DPR-523 Primary Records. For both previously identified and newly identified
resources, the level of field work would be sufficient to recommend measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects of the undertaking to any sites recommended
eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

e Upon completion of the records search, consultation and pedestrian survey, prepare an
archaeological inventory survey report that identifies project effects and that includes
an Historic Properties Treatment Plan for any eligible or potentially eligible properties
affected by the undertaking.

Several information sources were considered relevant to evaluating the types of sites and site
distribution that might be encountered within the project area. The information evaluated
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includes data maintained by the North Central Information Center of the California Historical
Resources Information System (CSU-Sacramento), consultation with the NAHC and Native
American representatives on the NAHC contact list, and published and unpublished documents
relevant to regional ethnography, prehistory, and early historic developments.

North Central Information Center Records

The records of the North Central Information Center (CSU-Sacramento) were examined for
existing recorded prehistoric and historic sites and previous archaeological surveys within or
near the project area (Records Search dated November 25, 2009, NCIC File # ELD-09-90), with
the following results:

Previous Archaeological Survey

None of the Auburn Lake Trails treatment plant facility has been previously subjected to survey
by a professional archaeologist. Three surveys have been conducted on lands immediately
adjacent to the facility. However, these previous investigation areas do not appear to overlap
with the Auburn Lake Trails Water Treatment Plant Facility (Jensen 2010).

Native American Consultation

In conjunction with the records search for the present project, the Native American Heritage
Commission was contacted regarding Sacred Land Listings. The NAHC indicated that there are
no Sacred Land listings for the project area or adjacent lands (response dated December 3,
2009, Appendix E). The contact list from the Native American Heritage Commission included
the following individuals and groups, all of whom were contacted and requested to supply any
information they might have concerning prehistoric sites or traditional use areas within the
project area:

e El Dorado County Indian Council, El Dorado, California;

e United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, Auburn, California;
e Todd Valley Miwok-Maidu Cultural Foundation, Foresthill, California; and

e April Wallace Moore, Colfax, California.

To date, no responses have been received from these contacted groups.

Other Sources

In addition to examining records at the North Central Information Center at CSU-Sacramento
and Native American consultation, the following sources were also reviewed by the Information
Center, or separately:

e The National Register of Historic Places (1986, and supplements through 2009);
e The California Register of Historical Resources;

e The California Inventory of Historic Resources (State of California 1976);

e The California Historical Landmarks (State of California 1996);

e The California Points of Historical Interest (May 1992 and updates);

e The Historic Property Data File (OHP 2009);
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e Caltrans Bridge Inventory; and
e 1871 GLO Plat for T12N/R9E; 1871 GLO Plat for TI13N/R10E; 1849 USGS 7.5’ Greenwood
guad.

Published and unpublished documents relevant to environment, ethnography, prehistory and
early historic developments in the vicinity, providing context for assessing site types and
distribution patterns for the project area (summarized below).

Pedestrian Survey and Inventory

Pedestrian field survey was undertaken by Archaeologist Sean Michael Jensen in December
2009. The project APE land area was subjected to intensive pedestrian survey by walking back
and forth across the two-acre land with systematic transects spaced at approximate 10 meter
intervals. In searching for cultural resources, the surveyor considered the results of background
research and was alert for unusual contours, soil changes, distinctive vegetation patterns,
exotic materials, artifacts, feature or feature remnants and other possible markers of cultural
sites.

Prehistory

Initial human entry into California occurred at the beginning of the paleo-Indian Period —
between about 10,000 and 6,000 B.C. (Fredrickson 1974). Within portions of the Central Valley,
fluted projectile points have been found at Tracy Lake (Heizer 1938) and around the margins of
Buena Vista Lake in Kern County. Similar materials have been found to the north, at Samwel
Cave near Shasta Lake and near McCloud and Big Springs in Siskiyou County. These early
peoples are thought to have subsisted using a combination of hunting and lacustrine
exploitation (Moratto 2004).

These early cultural assemblages were followed by an increase in Native population density
about 7,500 years ago. Archaeologically defined as the Lower Archaic Period (6,000 to 3,000
BC), the transition to a less specialized foraging strategy clearly coincides with a middle
Holocene climatic change to generally drier conditions which brought about desiccation of
many of the West’s pluvial lakes. Hunting and gathering populations of this period were small,
mobile groups which focused increasingly on diverse environmental settings. By the beginning
of the Middle Archaic Period (from about 3,000 to 1,000 BC), the broad regional patterns of
foraging subsistence strategies had given way to more intensive procurement strategies,
manifest in part by the establishment of year-round use of select village sites which in turn
were located along major waterways. One of the most securely dated of these Archaic
assemblages in north-central California is from the Squaw Creek Site located north of Redding.
Here, a charcoal-based C-14 date suggests extensive Native American presence around 6,500
years ago, or 4,500 BC. Most of the artefactual material dating to this time period has
counterparts further south, around Borax (Clear) Lake and the Farmington Area a short distance
east of Sacramento. Important artifact types from this time period include large wide-stemmed
projectile points and manos and metates.
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Toward the end of this period, between about 1,000 BC and AD 100, sociopolitical complexity
and the development of status distinctions appear, partially defining the Upper Archaic Period.
Archaeological expressions within the northern and north-central Sierra Nevada during this
period are defined as the Martis Complex, which maintained a hunter gathering subsistence
strategy and a high degree of mobility. Distinctive artifact types include manos and metates
used for processing food, and relatively large, heavy projectile points and bifaces manufactured
from locally available basalt.

Defining the Emergent Period, from AD 300-500 through AD 1,800, within both northern and
north-central Sierra Nevada and Central Valley contexts, Penutian-speaking Native American
peoples are thought to have arrived, including those (i.e., Nisenan) who occupied the Lanza-
Cool project area at the time of initial contact with European-American populations. Arriving
ultimately from southern Oregon and the Columbia and Modoc Plateau region and proceeding
down the major drainage systems (including the Feather, Yuba, Bear and American Rivers),
these Penutian-speaking arrivals may have begun to displace the Martis populations, especially
along the major river systems (Moratto 2004:303- 304). Presumably introduced by these
Penutian arrivals were more extensive use of bulbs and other plant foods, animal and fishing
products more intensively processed with mortars and pestles, and perhaps the bow and arrow
and associated small stemmed- and cornernotched projectile points (Ragir 1972) (Jensen 2010).

Ethnography

The Project Site is located within territory occupied by the Hill Nisenan (Wilson and Towne
1978: Figure 1), Native American peoples who are also referred to as “Southern Maidu.” These
Penutian-speaking peoples occupied the drainages of the southern Feather River and Honcut
Creek in the north, through Bear River and the Yuba and American River drainages in the south.
Villages were frequently located on flats adjoining streams, with the larger villages inhabited
mainly in the winter as it was usually necessary to go out into the hills and higher elevation
zones to establish temporary camps during food gathering seasons (i.e., spring, summer and
fall).

As with all northern California Indian groups, economic life for the Nisenan revolved around
hunting, fishing and the collecting of plant foods. The Nisenan were very sophisticated in terms
of their knowledge of the uses of local animals and plants, and of the availability of raw
material sources which could be used in manufacturing an immense array of primary and
secondary tools and implements. Unfortunately, only fragmentary evidence of the material
culture of these people remains, due in part to perishability, and in part to the impacts to
archaeological sites resulting from later (historic) land uses.

Based on the results of previous survey work within and near the Project Site and similar Sierra
Nevada contexts, the range of prehistoric site types within the present project area was
anticipated to include, or already documented as including, the following:

e Surface scatters of lithic artifacts and debitage associated with midden accumulations
and occasionally other surface features (i.e., circular housepit depressions, mortar
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holes) resulting from protracted occupation along the margins of stream channels,
particularly where such channels merge with one another.

e Surface scatters of lithic artifacts and debitage without midden accumulations, resulting
from short-term occupation and/or specialized economic activities, such as possible
guarry and lithic reduction activity.

e Bedrock milling stations, including mortar holes and metate slicks.
e Petroglyphs.
e |[solated finds of aboriginal artifacts and flakes.

It was not expected that all of these site types would be present within the project area;
however, these site types represent the most likely types present based on the results of the
previous survey involving all of the present project area (Jensen 2010).

History

There is clear historic evidence that Spanish and Mexican expeditions and early fur trapping
ventures visited the northern Sacramento Valley area, including the drainages of the Feather,
Yuba, Bear, and American Rivers, during the early 19th Century. However, the first major
incursion by Euroamericans occurred in 1833 with the John Work Expedition through the
Central Valley (Cook 1955), an expedition which introduced several devastating diseases to the
Native inhabitants of the Sacramento Valley and nearby foothill regions. More permanent
Euroamerican occupation followed within a decade as settlers acquired large land grants from
the Mexican government throughout California.

In 1849, the discovery of gold at nearby Coloma led immediately to exploration and intensive
placer mining along virtually every stream in California (Clark 1970), including tributaries and
various forks of the American River.

Mining dominated the economy and supported the growth of ancillary industries such as dry
goods stores, saloons, toll roads and stage lines, foundries, lumber mills, and water companies.
As mining became more corporate and began to eliminate small-scale participation, many
miners turned to agriculture and support industries. Most of the early ranches that resulted
were self-sufficient operations which included a variety of kept animals, small plots dedicated
to growing vegetables and grain, and orchards and vineyards.

Woater storage and transportation and related hydroelectric development represent additional
important historic themes in El Dorado County, along with logging, ground transportation,
public land entry, and homesteading.

The early mining activity, coupled with historic through contemporary logging, ranching and
associated water distribution projects, have all impacted prehistoric and early historic sites in
this portion of El Dorado County and the Project Site. The present land area may have fared

AUBURN LAKE TRAILS WTP PROJECT 4-50 GEORGETOWN DIVIDE PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT
INTIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOOTHILL ASSOCIATES © 2016



somewhat better than other areas of the County, however, being located within a region that
appears to have remained ranch land until relatively recently (Jensen 2010).

4.5.2. Regulatory Setting

Federal Regulations

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies or State
and local agency projects using federal funds to take into account the effect of the undertaking
on historic properties.

State Regulations

Cultural resources can include historic and archaeological objects, structures, records, and sites
which are associated with past human activities. A substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource means the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the
historical resource would be materially impaired. (Section 15064.5 (b)(1), CEQA Guidelines).

Per the CEQA Guidelines, historical resources include the following:

e Aresource listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources
(California Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et. seq.);

e Aresource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k)
of the Public Resources Code;

e Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript, which:

O is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California's history and cultural heritage;

0 s associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

0 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; or

0 hasyielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Per Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g), an archaeological resource shall be considered
unique if "it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:

e Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.
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e Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type.

e s directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person."

California Health and Safety Code

Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code defines general provisions for the
treatment of dead bodies, and requires that the County Coroner be contacted in the event of
the inadvertent discovery of human remains and all excavation or disturbance of the site or
nearby areas be immediately ceased until such time as the Coroner has made a determination
pursuant to Section 27491 of the Government Code. In the event that the Coroner recognizes
or has reason to believe that the remains are of Native American ancestry, the Native American
Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.

Regional Regulations

El Dorado County General Plan

The El Dorado County General Plan identifies the following goal and policy related to Cultural
Resources relevant to the Proposed Project:

Goal 7.5: Cultural Resources
Ensure the preservation of the County’s important cultural resources.

Policy 7.5.1.3: Cultural resource studies (historic, prehistoric, and paleontological resources)
shall be conducted prior to approval of discretionary projects. Studies may
include, but are not limited to, record searches through the North Central
Information Center at California State University, Sacramento, the Museum of
Paleontology, University of California, Berkeley, field surveys, subsurface testing,
and/or salvage excavations. The avoidance and protection of sites shall be
encouraged.

4.5.3. Impact Analysis

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in Section 15064.57

No Impact. As discussed above Registered Professional Archaeologist Sean Michael Jensen,
M.A. prepared the January 4, 2010 Archaeological Inventory Survey [for the] Auburn Lake Trails
Water Treatment Project, El Dorado County, California to identify and evaluate cultural
resources within the Project Site (Appendix E). Findings of the pedestrian survey, existing
records at CSU-Sacramento, consultation with tribal representatives, and consultation with the
Native American Heritage Commission did not yield any information on historical resources
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within the Project Site (Jensen 2010). Therefore, no historical resources would be affected by
the Proposed Project.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal, State, and local
agency projects using federal funds to consider historic properties in project planning. The
Office of Historic Preservation Concurrence Letter from State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) Carol Roland-Nawi, dated May 5, 2014, stated that no historic properties would be
affected by the Proposed Project (Appendix F). Therefore, there would be no impact to
historical resources related to development of the Proposed Project.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.57?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Neither the pedestrian survey, existing

records at CSU-Sacramento, consultation with tribal representatives, nor consultation with the
Native American Heritage Commission yielded any information concerning prehistoric sites or
features, traditional use areas or Sacred Land listings within or adjacent to the project vicinity.

Per Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), as of July 1, 2015 Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and
21080.3 require public agencies to consult with the Native American Heritage Commission and
Native American tribes for the purpose of mitigating impacts to tribal cultural resources. The
process is described in part below:

Within 14 days of determining that an application for a project is complete or a decision by
a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency shall provide formal notification to
the designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated
California Native American tribes that have requested notice, which shall be accomplished
by means of at least one written notification that includes a brief description of the
proposed project and its location, the leady agency contact information, and a notification
that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation pursuant to
this section (Public Resources Code Section 21080.1 (d)).

As of writing this document no request has yet been received for notification from any
designated contact of, or tribal representative of a traditionally and culturally affiliated
California Native American Tribe. Consistent with Public Resources Code Section 210803.1 (c)
and per AB 52 the NAHC was contacted regarding Sacred Lands listings on November 23, 2009.
The NAHC responded December 3, 2009 and indicated that there are no Sacred Land listings for
the Project Site or adjacent lands. Native American individuals and groups identified by the
NAHC were contacted and requested to supply information they might have concerning
prehistoric sites or traditional use areas within the Project Site. No responses were received
from the contacted groups and individuals. Therefore, no Native American archaeological
resources or traditional cultural properties were identified by the Archaeological Inventory
Survey (Jensen 2010).

However, although unlikely, archaeological resources could be discovered during ground-
disturbing construction activities. If such resources were to be discovered, the impact to
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archaeological resources could be significant without mitigation. Therefore, implementation of
Mitigation Measure CR — 1 would reduce impacts to a less than significant level and impacts
are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known unique
geologic features within the Project Site (Jensen 2010). Paleontological resources are generally
found in sedimentary geologic formations. Although it may be possible for paleontological
resources to be present in alluvial deposits within the County, the presence of these resources
is not anticipated within County geologic formations. Geology throughout El Dorado County is
primarily characterized by igneous (volcanic) formations, and sedimentary formations are
virtually non-existent (El Dorado County 2003). Project development would involve
construction activities including excavation, trenching, grading, and other ground-disturbing
activities which would have the potential to result in adverse changes to paleontological
resources.

Compliance with Mitigation Measure CR — 2 would require construction activities to cease in
the event of inadvertent discovery of paleontological resources and would require that the
GDPUD project manager be contacted for inadvertent discovery of resources associated with
project construction. In the event of inadvertent discovery of paleontological resources,
Mitigation Measure CR — 2 would require coordination with local agency planning resources
and the project archaeologist to assist with the proper treatment of discovered resources.
Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources are considered less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known formal cemeteries or
known interments outside of formal cemeteries within the Project Site. However, grading and
excavation activities associated with project construction would have the potential to unearth
or otherwise expose previously unidentified human remains or burial grounds. Therefore,
impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Compliance with
Mitigation Measure CR — 3 would require coordination with the El Dorado County Coroner in
compliance with CEQA (Section 1064.5) and the California Health and Safety Code (Section
7050.5), as well as Native American Heritage Commission who will notify and appoint a Most
Likely Descendent (MLD), thereby reducing potential impacts to less than significant levels.
Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

4.5.4. Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure CR - 1: Should archaeological deposits or artifacts such as
structural features or unusual amounts of bone or shell,
artifacts, human remains, architectural artifacts, historic
archaeological artifacts be inadvertently exposed during
the course of any construction activity, work shall
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immediately cease in the immediate area and the GDPUD
project manager shall be contacted. GDPUD shall retain a
gualified archaeologist to document the find, assess its
significance, and recommend further treatment. The
GDPUD shall implement any mitigation required for the
recordation and/or protection of the cultural resources.

Mitigation Measure CR - 2: If evidence of a paleontological site is uncovered during
grading or other construction activities, work shall be
halted within 100 feet of the find and the GDPUD project
manager shall be contacted for inadvertent discovery of
resources associated with project construction. A
qualified paleontologist shall be retained to conduct an
on-site evaluation and provide recommendations for
removal and/or preservation. Work on the Project Site
shall not resume until the paleontologist has had a
reasonable time to conduct an examination and
implement mitigation measures deemed appropriate and
necessary by the agency with local jurisdiction in
consultation with the qualified paleontologist to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure CR - 3: In the event that any human remains or any associated
funerary objects are encountered during construction, all
work will cease within the vicinity of the discovery and the
GDPUD project manager shall be immediately contacted
for inadvertent discovery of resources associated with
park construction. In accordance with CEQA (Section
1064.5) and the California Health and Safety Code (Section
7050.5), the El Dorado County Coroner should be
contacted immediately. If the human remains are
determined to be Native American, the Coroner shall
notify the Native American Heritage Commission, who will
notify and appoint a Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The
MLD will work with a qualified archaeologist to decide the
proper treatment of the human remains and any
associated funerary objects. Construction activities in the
immediate vicinity will not resume until a notice-to-
proceed is issued.
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4.6. Geology and Soils

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury or
death, involving:

I 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?

[
[
X
[

Il. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Il. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

V. Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil?

(O O |
X (O] O |
X XX
(O O |

c) Belocated 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 landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

[
[
X
[

d) Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), ] X [] X
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not u 3 u 3
available for the disposal of
wastewater?
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4.6.1. Environmental Setting

Geology

El Dorado County is located within the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province of California
consisting of Pliocene and older deposits and characterized by steep-sided hills and narrow,
rocky stream channels. Geologic deposits have been subject to uplifting as a result of plate
tectonics, granitic intrusion, and volcanic activity. The east-west orientation of stream channels
within the County is a result of glaciation and volcanic activity (County of El Dorado 2003).

Seismicity

Fault systems mapped within western El Dorado County include: West Bear Mountains Fault;
the East Bear Mountains Fault; the Maidu Fault Zone; the El Dorado Fault; the Melones Fault
Zone of the Clark, Gillis Hill Fault; and the Calaveras-Shoo Fly Thrust. No active faults have been
mapped within the County, although a portion of the Rescue Lineament-Bear Mountains Fault
Zone is a Late-Quaternary fault and is therefore considered potentially active (County of El
Dorado 2003).

El Dorado County is not identified by the California Geological Survey as a city or county
affected by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones (Department of Conservation 2015).

The potential intensity of seismic events is varied throughout the County, although generally,
potential intensity increases to the east (County of El Dorado 2003). No portion of El Dorado
County is located within a Seismic Hazard Zone, therefore hazards related to seismically-
induced liquefaction, lateral spreading, and landslides are not present within the County
(County of El Dorado 2003).

Soils

According to mapping completed by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), two
soil map units are mapped on the ALT site (USDA 2010), as shown on Figure 4.6-1. Individual
soil map units are identified in Table 4.6-1.

TABLE 4.6-1 — AUBURN LAKE TRAILS SoiL MAP UNITS

Soil Map Unit Shrink/
Symbol Soil Map Unit Erosion Hazard | Swell Potential
MbE Mariposa Very Rocky Silt Loam, 3 to 50 Slight to High Low

percent slopes

MbF Mariposa Very Rocky Silt Loam, 50 to 70 High Low
percent slopes

Source: USDA 1974
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The Mariposa soil series consists of a pink surface layer, medium acid gravelly silt loam
approximately eight inches thick. Subsoil is reddish-yellow, medium and strong acid gravelly silt
loam approximately 18 inches thick. This soil series is generally underlain by schists or slate at
approximately 26 inches’ depth. Permeability is moderate, surface runoff is medium to rapid,
and the erosion hazard is slight to high. The Mariposa Series is poorly suitable for topsoil, but
provides fair road fill (USDA 1974).

The Mariposa Very Rocky Silt Loam, 3 to 50 percent slopes soil is characterized by south and
west facing slopes along narrow ridge tops. Permeability is moderate and surface runoff is
medium to rapid. Woodland is the primary use for this soil.

The Mariposa Very Rocky Silt Loam, 50 to 70 percent slopes soil is found adjacent to major
rivers, and is characterized by rapid surface runoff.

4.6.2. Regulatory Setting

State Regulations

Relevant State regulations are discussed in detail in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Regional Regulations

El Dorado County General Plan

The El Dorado County General Plan identifies the following goal and objectives related to
Geology and Soils and relevant to the Proposed Project:

Goal 6.3:
Minimize the threat to life and property from seismic and geologic hazards.

Policy 7.1.2.2: Discretionary and ministerial projects that require earthwork and grading,
including cut and fill for roads, shall be required to minimize erosion and
sedimentation, conform to natural contours, maintain natural drainage patterns,
minimize impervious surfaces, and maximize the retention of natural vegetation.
Specific standards for minimizing erosion and sedimentation shall be
incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance.

El Dorado County Code

Chapter 15.14 of the El Dorado County Code establishes and defines the County’s Grading
Ordinance for the purpose of regulating grading within the unincorporated area of El Dorado
County to safeguard life, limb, health, property and public welfare; to avoid pollution of
watercourses; and to ensure that the intended use of a graded site is consistent with the E/
Dorado County General Plan, any adopted Specific Plans, the adopted Storm Water
Management Plan, California Fire Safe Standards and applicable El Dorado County ordinances
including the Zoning Ordinance and the California Building Code.
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4.6.3. Impact Analysis

a) Expose people or structures to potential 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. El Dorado County is not identified by the California Geological
Survey as a city or county affected by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones (Department of
Conservation 2015). Areas within the County may be subject to periodic ground shaking, with
the potential magnitude of seismic events increasing from west to east (County of El Dorado
2003). The Proposed Project would not involve the construction of any structures for human
habitation or for public gathering places. The potential magnitude of seismic events within the
County is considered low to moderate (County of El Dorado 2003), and any proposed structural
construction or renovation would be subject to the provisions of current Uniform Building Code
(UBC) requirements as overseen by the County Building Division. Therefore, impacts from
rupture of a known earthquake fault are considered less than significant.

Il.  Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. The potential magnitude of seismic events within the County is
considered low to moderate (County of El Dorado 2003), and any proposed structural
construction or renovation would be subject to the provisions of current UBC requirements as
overseen by the County Building Division. Development of the Proposed Project would not
result in the construction of structures for human habitation or public gathering places.
Therefore, impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking are considered less than
significant.

Il.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. No portion of El Dorado County is located within a mapped
Seismic Hazard Zone, therefore areas within the County are not considered to be a risk from
liquefaction hazards (County of El Dorado 2003). No impact would result from development of
the Proposed Project related to liquefaction. Additional seismic-related effects include lateral
spreading, seismically induced landslides, or other ground failure. The potential for these
secondary seismic effects is considered minimal (County of El Dorado 2003). Therefore,
impacts related to seismic-related ground failure are considered less than significant.

IV. Landslides?

Less Than Significant. The majority of improvements proposed by GDPUD are proposed on
relatively flat, level ground and/or within areas previously graded and currently developed.
However, as shown on Figure 3.7-1A and 1B, GDPUD proposes the construction of a new filter
building on currently undisturbed ground in the eastern section of the Project Site. The
proposed new filter building would be constructed on sloping, undisturbed ground. Geologic
characteristics, including the potential for slope failure within the project area proposed for
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construction of the new filter building remain unknown. However, compliance with the
California Building Code (CBC) would ensure the structural safety of the filter building.
Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Regulatory provisions addressing erosion
and soils loss as relevant to water quality include, but are not limited to, the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program for management of construction and municipal
storm water runoff, as part of the Federal Clean Water Act and the State Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act. The NPDES program is implemented at the State and local level through
issuance of permits and preparation of site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans
(SWPPP). Although the primary purpose of these regulations and standards is the protection of
surface water resources from the effects of land development (such as turbidity resulting from
erosion and sediment loss), measures included in these regulations and standards also reduce
the potential for erosion and soil loss. State regulations pertaining to the management of
erosion and sedimentation are described in detail in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Site disturbance related to clearing, grading, and excavation activities associated with
implementation of the Proposed Project would have the potential to result in increased erosion
and sediment loss within the Project Site.

Project-related grading activities would also be subject to the requirements of the RWQCB for
filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the Construction General Permit for projects over
an acre or for projects that are part of a larger common plan of development encompassing
over one acre. NOI applicants are required to develop a SWPPP specifying individual BMPs as
well as scheduling for regular monitoring and maintenance of BMPs for effectiveness.
However, until such time as GDPUD has prepared a site-specific SWPPP, impacts relate to
erosion and soil loss would be considered potentially significant. Compliance with Mitigation
Measures GEO — 1 through GEO - 6 would require GDPUD to file an NOI with the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board and prepare a site-specific SWPPP and identify post-
construction BMPs defining timing and methods for BMP implementation, monitoring and
maintenance in sufficient detail to ensure that federal, State and locally adopted standards for
erosion an sediment control, and water quality are met throughout project construction, as
well as following completion of construction activities and throughout implementation of the
proposed improvements, reducing potential impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore,
impacts to soil erosion and loss of topsoil are considered less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

c) 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 landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Less Than Significant. Secondary seismic-related effects include lateral spreading, seismically
induced landslides, or other ground failure. The potential for these secondary seismic effects is
considered minimal (County of El Dorado 2003). Therefore, impacts related to seismic-related
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ground failure are considered less than significant. GDPUD proposes the construction of a new
filter building on a currently undisturbed area in the eastern portion of the Project Site. The
proposed filter building would be constructed on sloping, undisturbed ground. A geotechnical
study performed by Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. in 2011 reported that the Project Site has
a permanent elevated groundwater table, relatively low seismicity, and relatively shallow
bedrock. This combination of features results in very low potential of damage from
liquefaction, slope instability, and surface rupture (Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. 2011).
Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

No Impact. As described in Table 4.6-1 the shrink/swell potential for project area soils on the
Project Site ranges from low to moderate. However, development of the Proposed Project
would not involve the construction of structures, for human habitation or for public gathering
places and all structures proposed for construction would be subject to the provisions of
current UBC requirements as overseen by the County Building Division. Therefore,
development of the Proposed Project would not create substantial risks to life or property
related to expansive soils. No impact would result from development of the Proposed Project.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

No Impact. Existing ALT WTP facilities include the use of septic systems and leach fields.
Development of the Proposed Project would not involve the expanded use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, no impact would result from development
of the Proposed Project.

4.6.4. Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure GEO — 1: To the extent possible, all clearing, grading, and excavation
activities shall occur between April 15 and October 15.
Grading and excavation activities conducted after October
15 shall only be permitted during dry-weather conditions.

Mitigation Measure GEO — 2: Prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities,
GDPUD shall file an NOI to obtain coverage under the
current NPDES Construction General Permit with the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Pursuant to the terms of the General Permit, GDPUD shall
prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
identifying site-specific BMPs to effectively control erosion
and sediment loss. If required by the General Permit risk
assessment, GDPUD shall also develop and implement a
Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) designed to protect all
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Mitigation Measure GEO - 3:

Mitigation Measure GEO — 4:

Mitigation Measure GEO - 5:

Mitigation Measure GEO - 6:

exposed portions of the site within 48 hours prior to any
likely precipitation event.

During construction, BMPs for erosion and sediment
control identified by the project SWPPP shall be
implemented by the project contractor. At a minimum,
erosion control measures shall include placement of
mulch, straw wattles, straw bales, geotextiles and mats,
earthen berms, sediment barriers or traps, or the
construction of silt fences to intercept and retain sediment
transported by storm water runoff in all areas disturbed by
construction activities. For all project areas subject to
ground disturbance and any grading and excavation
activities occurring between October 15 and April 15, the
project contractor shall be responsible for ensuring that a
qualified professional, contractor staff, or GDPUD staff
trained in storm water erosion control techniques and
practices monitor the effectiveness of BMPs on the project
site daily Monday through Friday, on weekends if rain
events occur, and recommend additional BMPs or
corrective measures for any BMPs not meeting water
quality objectives.

Erosion protection shall be provided for all disturbed areas
and shall be monitored and maintained to effectively
control areas of potential erosion and sediment loss.

Post-construction restoration of all disturbed areas shall
include soil and bank stabilization through seeding and/or
revegetation utilizing native plant species.

Soil stockpiles shall be protected from erosion by
maintaining effective covering (e.g. plastic tarp) over any
stockpiled materials, or through the implementation of
other BMPs designed to effectively control erosion and
sediment loss.
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4.7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the [ N > N
environment?

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

4.7.1. Environmental Setting

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions negatively affect the environment through contributing, on a
cumulative basis, to global climate change. Atmospheric concentration of GHGs determines the
intensity of climate change, with current levels already leading to increases in global
temperatures, sea level rise, severe weather, and other environmental impacts. From a CEQA
perspective, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative (SMAQMD 2015).
Due to the inherently cumulative nature of impacts associated with global climate change, a
project’s GHG emissions contribution is typically quantified and analyzed on an annual
operational basis.

4.7.2. Regulatory Setting

State Regulations

There are several State regulations for GHG emissions that have been implemented to reduce
GHGs. California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), adopted in 2006, established the Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires the State to reduce GHGs to 1990 levels by the year 2020.
Senate Bill 97, adopted in 2007, requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
to develop CEQA guidelines to incorporate analysis and mitigation for GHG emissions for
projects subject to CEQA. Finally, Executive Order S-3-05, established in 2006, develops
statewide emission reduction targets through the year 2050.

Local Regulations

El Dorado County Air Quality Management District is part of the committee of air districts in the
Sacramento Region called the Thresholds Committee. The committee of air districts along with
the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District has developed recommended
GHG thresholds of significance in order to comply with AB 32 and meet requirements of the
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CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5 (b). Data from the EDCAQMD was used to help determine the
air quality GHG thresholds developed by the Threshold Committee. The SMAQMD Board of
Directors adopted GHG thresholds on October 23, 2014, via resolution AQMD2014-028. The
adopted annual threshold of 1,100 MTCOze is applicable to the construction phase, as well as
the operational phase for land development and construction projects in the jurisdiction of the
SMAQMD. EDCAQMD has not yet formally adopted the annual threshold of 1,100 MTCO;e, but
will add it to their CEQA Guide to Air Quality Assessment in the near future. The EDCAQMD is
recommending CEQA analysis to adopt the SMAQMD thresholds of 1,100 MTCO.e and use their
guidance for GHG emissions (EDCAQMD 2015). Therefore, project-related emissions are
considered a significant impact if the amount of emissions exceeds 1,100 metric tons per year
(MT/yr.) of construction-related GHG emissions.

4.7.3. Impact Analysis

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. The estimated construction-related GHG emissions attributable
to the Proposed Project would be primarily associated with increases of CO2 and other GHG
pollutants, such as methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N,0), from mobile sources and
construction equipment operation. A weighted composite of these types of emissions is
calculated to develop estimates of carbon dioxide equivalent (COe). The Proposed Project’s
short-term construction-related emissions were estimated using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2013.2.2 (Appendix B). CalEEMod was developed to
model land use emissions for criteria pollutants and GHGs associated with both construction
and operation of a variety of land use projects. The model quantifies direct GHG emissions
from project construction. The estimated increase in GHG emissions associated with
construction of the Proposed Project is 198.30 MT of CO,e emissions as summarized below in
Table 4.7-1.

TABLE 4.7-1 — PROJECTED ESTIMATED ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION-RELATED GHG EMISSIONS

CO; emissions (MTCO2e)

Total Construction GHG Emissions 198.30

Source: KDA 2016. CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2 (Appendix B).

As presented in Table 4.7-1, annual construction-related GHG emissions associated with
development of improvements proposed are estimated to total 198.30 MTCO2e. The annual
threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e is applicable to the construction phase of the Proposed Project.
The Proposed Project’s construction-related GHG emissions would be substantially below the
SMAQMD thresholds significance for construction phase GHG emissions. Therefore, the
Proposed Project’s construction-related GHG emissions are considered less than significant.
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or requlation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

No Impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Proposed improvements include consistency with
the goals and policies identified by the El Dorado County General Plan pertaining to
sustainability and an overall strategy for reduction of emissions. Construction and operation of
proposed improvements would be implemented consistent with applicable regulatory
standards and requirements, including consistency with all applicable EDCAQMD and SMAQMD
rules and thresholds. Therefore, no impact would result from development of the Proposed
Project.

4.7.4. Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are warranted.
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4.8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

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

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances or waste within ] [] [] X
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Belocated on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, D D D IZ'
would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan area or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or a ] N ] X
public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people ] [] [] X
residing or working in the project
area?

g) Impair implementation of, or
physically interfere with, an adopted ] ] ] X
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to N X N N
urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

4.8.1. Environmental Setting

Development of the Proposed Project would include construction of water treatment plant
process facilities and upgrades to existing facilities at the Auburn Lake Trails WTP.

The General Plan designated land use for the Project Site at the existing ALT WTP is Medium
Density Residential with Single Family Residential zoning. Surrounding land uses are primarily
Medium Density Residential to the northwest (the Auburn Lake Trails community), Open Space
to the east, and Estate Residential to the south.

4.8.2. Regulatory Setting

Hazardous materials are regulated by the following federal, State, and local laws, Ordinances,
and regulations relevant to the Proposed Project.

Federal Regulations

Federal agencies that regulate hazardous materials include:

e United States Environmental Protection Agency — USEPA administers the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which regulates the generation, transportation,
treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous waste.

e Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) — OSHA is responsible for
ensuring worker safety, including operations that may use, handle or dispose of
hazardous materials.

State Regulations
State agencies with responsibility to regulate hazardous materials include:

e California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA) — Cal-EPA and the Office of
Emergency Services (OES) establish regulations governing the use of hazardous
materials. Within Cal-EPA, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
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(DTSC) has primary regulatory responsibility. Enforcement of regulations has been
delegated to local jurisdictions, which enter into agreements with CDTSC.

e (California State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) — These agencies regulate surface water and groundwater quality
according to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, the Toxic Pits Cleanup Act, the
Underground Tank Law and Clean Water Act.

In January 1996, Cal-EPA adopted regulations implementing a “Unified Hazardous Waste and
Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program” (Unified Program). The six program
elements of the Unified Program are: (1) hazardous waste generators and hazardous waste
onsite treatment; (2) underground storage tanks; (3) above-ground storage tanks; (4)
hazardous material release response plans and inventories; (5) risk management and
prevention program; and (6) Uniform Fire Code hazardous materials management plans and
inventories. The program is implemented at the local level by a local agency — a Certified
Unified Program Agency (CUPA) which is responsible for consolidating the administration of the
six program elements within its jurisdiction.

Regional Regulations

The El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management, Hazardous Waste Division,
is approved by Cal-EPA as the CUPA for El Dorado County.

Additional responsibilities of the Department of Environmental Health include Hazardous
Materials Incident Response. The environmental management department staff and selected
local firefighters who have completed the required hazardous materials response training, as
specified in the Federal Code of Regulations Section 29 Part 1910.120, are designated as the El
Dorado County Hazardous Materials Response Team.

El Dorado County Code

Hazardous Material Ordinance

Chapter 8.38 of the El Dorado County Code establishes the County Hazardous Material
Ordinance. The Ordinance requires any person who: conducts, prepares or performs a site
investigation, clean-up, monitoring program or environmental assessment; installs soil borings
or monitoring wells; or utilities and/or stores hazardous materials pursuant to Chapter 6.95 of
the California Health and Safety Code to apply, in advance, with the Environmental
Management Department on a form provided by the County.

4.8.3. Impact Analysis

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Following construction, the Proposed Project would consist of
continued operation of the ALT WTP. Currently used and expected water treatment chemicals
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to be used at the WTP include polymer coagulants, chlorine as a disinfectant, and soda ash for
pH adjustment. The backwash and filter-to-waste process produces suspended solids, organic
matter, and coagulant. These solids would be collected in the existing filter-to-waste tank
during the rainy season. These solids would be removed from the settling tank in the spring
and transported to the proposed sludge drying beds. The sludge drying beds would be
constructed on the southwest section of the ALT WTP. The physical footprint of these drying
beds would be approximately 80 feet by 48 feet, with approximately 3-foot-high sidewalls,
within concrete bunkers. Once solids are deposited in the beds, dewatering would occur by
evaporation. The solids would be in the beds for a temporary time period each year (spring to
fall) and the beds would be clean and empty during the rainy season. At completion of drying
(prior to each fall season), the material would be analytically tested to determine final disposal
requirements. The beds would be swept clean with all material removed for disposal before
commencement of the rainy season. If required per testing, the solids would be trucked to a
permitted solid waste facility that accepts sludge waste. If the results of analytical testing allow
for alternative disposal (e.g. dried solids made available to third parties for land application as
soil amendment), the GDPUD would consult with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to
determine the appropriate oversight, including waste discharge requirements. During the
winter, precipitation entering the cleaned beds would be drained and dispersed in a manner
(e.g. rock energy dissipaters) that would minimize erosion. The drying beds would be routinely
inspected for liner integrity.

Operation of the Proposed Project at the ALT WTP site after construction would be required to
continue to comply with all regulatory requirements for the transportation, use, and storage of
hazardous materials. These regulatory requirements may include the preparation of a
Hazardous Material Business Plan. Pursuant to State statute and local regulatory requirements,
the owner or operator of any business that handles a hazardous material in total quantity equal
to or in excess of the following quantities is required to develop and submit a Hazardous
Materials Business Plan to the local CUPA, which is the Hazardous Materials Division of El
Dorado County Department of Environmental Management:

1. 500 pounds of solids;
2. 55 gallons of liquids;
3. 200 cubic feet of compressed gasses at standard temperature and pressure; and

4. Quantities of radioactive materials for which an emergency plan is required pursuant to
Parts 30, 40 or 70 of Chapter 10, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), or equal to
or greater than the amounts specified above, whichever amount is less. Cumulative
guantity is defined as the total amount of hazardous materials categorized into one
Department of Transportation Hazard Class as described in 49 CFR.

The Business Plan protects the public by providing the following:

e Hazmat storage information to emergency responders;
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e Community members have access to information about hazardous materials under the
"community right to know" program; and

e Prevention of hazardous materials spills and releases through cooperation among
businesses and local, State, and federal government authorities. Businesses are
required to disclose all hazardous materials and wastes above certain designated
guantities which are used, stored, or handled at their facility.

Businesses generating any quantity of hazardous waste are required to file a hazardous waste
contingency plan, even if exempt from the requirements of filing a Hazardous Materials
Business Plan.

Through the Proposed Project’s compliance with these existing regulatory requirements,
impacts related to hazardous materials exposure would be considered less than significant.
Additional relevant discussion can be found under subsection of Section 4.17, Utilities and
Service Systems.

During construction, the Proposed Project must comply with all federal, State, and local
requirements for temporary storage of flammable and combustible materials at construction
sites as well as comply with all federal, State, and local requirements for reporting releases of
hazardous materials. The project’s compliance with these requirements would reduce the risk
of release of hazardous substances to a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts related to
development of the Proposed Project as well as impacts associated with continued operations
would be considered less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Following construction, the Proposed Project would consist of
continued operation of the ALT WTP. Operation of the ALT WTP site after construction would
continue to comply with all regulatory requirements for the transportation, use, and storage of
hazardous materials, as discussed in detail under sub-section “a,” above. Impacts from project
operation would therefore be considered less than significant.

During construction, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with all federal, State,
and local requirements for temporary storage of flammable and combustible materials at
construction sites as well as comply with all federal, State, and local requirements for reporting
releases of hazardous materials. The project’s compliance with these requirements would
reduce the risk of release of hazardous substances used for construction purposes to a less than
significant level.

The Proposed Project would include the demolition/removal of one building for the installation
of the raw water pump station. Depending upon the age of this structure, it may have the
potential to contain asbestos in the building materials. Asbestos is a natural mineral fiber that
was once commonly used in building materials. Inhaling airborne asbestos fibers can increase
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the risk of developing certain lung diseases, including lung cancer and asbestosis. Asbestos is a
recognized toxic material, and release of asbestos into the atmosphere would be considered a
potentially significant impact. The Proposed Project may be required to comply with the CARB
requirements for demolition notification and construction debris handling. These State
requirements implement USEPA’s National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Asbestos (40 C.F.R. §61.140 et. seq.) and are intended to limit the emission of asbestos to the
atmosphere. The project’s compliance with these regulations, if applicable, would reduce
impacts from construction demolition to less than significant.

Locations within El Dorado County have been identified as having naturally occurring asbestos
(NOA) or having the potential for NOA to be present in the ground. NOA is prevalent in at least
44 of California's 58 counties. Asbestos is the name for a group of naturally occurring silicate
minerals, and may be found in serpentine rock, other ultramafic rock, and volcanic rock. When
rock containing NOA is broken or crushed, asbestos may be released from the rock and may
become airborne, potentially causing a health hazard (El Dorado County 2015).

Areas to the southwest and to the northeast of the ALT WTP site have been designated as
locations “more likely to contain asbestos” as identified by the California Department of
Conservation, Mines and Geology and as shown on the El Dorado County Asbestos Review
Areas map. The Project Site is identified as being within a % mile buffer zone of such an area or
within a % buffer zone of a geologic fault that may include NOA. Impacts related to NOA are
discussed within the Air Quality Section of this document (Section 4.3).

Therefore, impacts related to construction of the Proposed Project as well as impacts
associated with continued operations would be considered less than significant.

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within % mile of an existing or proposed school.
Therefore, there would be no impact from hazardous emissions to a school facility.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. A search of the California Department of Toxic Substances (CDTS) Envirostor
database confirmed that the Project Site is not located on or near a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and,
as a result, it would not create a significant hazard to the public or to the environment (CDTS
2016). Therefore, there would be no impact from the Proposed Project.
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan area or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or a public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within an airport land use area nor is it within two
miles of a public airport. Therefore, no impact would result from the Proposed Project.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and would not
result in safety hazards related to a private airstrip. Therefore, no impact would result from
development of the Proposed Project.

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. The Proposed Project as completed would not result in any physical features that
would impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, emergency evacuations. During
construction, construction equipment would be staged on the Project Site. Therefore, there
would be no impact from the Proposed Project.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site is located in a rural
residential area. Operation of the facilities after construction would not be expected to expose
people or structures to a significant risk involving wildland fires. The Project Site is an existing
developed facility. However, construction of the filter building on the Project Site would occur
on a relatively undisturbed grassy area. Construction activities have the potential to cause
wildfires which would be a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures HAZ — 1 through Mitigation Measure HAZ — 2 for construction activities associated
would reduce the potential impact to a less than significant level with mitigation incorporated
by requiring clearing of dry vegetation and spark arresters on construction equipment.

4.8.4. Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HAZ - 1: If dry vegetation or other fire fuels exist on or near staging
areas, welding areas, or any other area on which
equipment will be operated, contractors shall clear the
immediate area of fire fuel prior to construction. To the
extent feasible, areas subject to construction activities will
be maintained free of fire fuel and debris during the
course of construction.

Mitigation Measure HAZ — 2: Contractors shall ensure that vehicles and all equipment
(heavy equipment and hand-held equipment) that typically
include a spark arrester are equipped with a spark arrester
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in good working condition during the duration of
construction.
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4.9. Hydrology and Water Quality

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?

[

X

[

b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner
that would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade
water quality?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood ] [] [] X
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard
area structures that would impede or [] [] [] X
redirect flood flows?

i)  Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving flooding, including flooding ] [] [] X
as a result of a failure of a levee or
dam?
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow? [ N N >

4.9.1. Environmental Setting

The Proposed Project would include construction of water treatment plant process facilities and
upgrades to existing facilities at the existing Auburn Lake Trails WTP.

4.9.2. Regulatory Setting

Federal Regulations

The Federal Emergency Management Agency oversees the delineation of flood zones and
provides disaster assistance. The agency manages the National Flood Insurance Program,
which enables property owners in designated flood zones to purchase flood insurance. Flood
zones are mapped on Flood Insurance Rate Maps that show the expected frequency and
severity of flooding by area.

Federal Clean Water Act Section 402

The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act established the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit program to control discharges of pollutants from
point sources (Section 402). The 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act created a new
section of the CWA devoted to stormwater permitting (Section 402[p]). On November 16,
1990, the USEPA published final regulations that establish storm water permit application
requirements. The regulations provide that discharges of storm water to waters of the United
States from construction projects that encompass five (5) or more acres of soil disturbance are
effectively prohibited unless the discharge is in compliance with an NPDES Permit. Regulations
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(Phase Il Rule) that became final on December 8, 1999 were expanded to address storm water
discharges from construction sites that disturb land areas equal to or greater than one (1) acre
and less than five (5) acres (small construction activity). The State of California Regional State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers and enforces the provisions of the NPDES
program.

NPDES is the primary federal program that regulates point-source and non point-source
discharges to waters of the United States. The SWRCB issues both general and individual
permits. Construction activities are regulated under the NPDES General Permit for Construction
Activities provided the total amount of ground disturbance during construction exceeds one
acre. The appropriate RWQCB enforces the General Permit. Coverage under a General Permit
requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. The SWPPP includes
pollution prevention measures (erosion and sediment control measures and measures to
control non-stormwater discharges and hazardous spills), demonstration of compliance with all
applicable local and regional erosion and sediment control standards, identification of
responsible parties, a detailed construction timeline, and a Best Management Practice (BMP)
monitoring and maintenance schedule. Construction activities that are subject to this General
Permit includes clearing, grading, disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling, or excavation
that results in soil disturbances of at least one acre of total land area.

Effective July 1, 2010 all dischargers are required to obtain coverage under the new
Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ adopted on September 2, 2009.
Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading and disturbances to the
ground such as stockpiling, or excavation, including construction associated with linear
underground projects (LUP). Pursuant to the General Permit, a discharger shall prepare a
monitoring program prior to the start of construction and immediately implement the program
at the start of construction for LUPs. The monitoring program must be implemented at the
appropriate level to protect water quality at all times throughout the life of the project.

Executive Order 11988 “Floodplain Management”

Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss,
to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. Each agency has the
responsibility to evaluate if a proposed action would occur within a designated floodplain, and
to consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in the
floodplains. If the only practicable alternative is located within a floodplain, then the federal
agency must demonstrate and provide public notice to the effect of how impacts to the
floodplain will be minimized.

State Regulations

Waste Discharge Requirements

Article 4, Section 13260 of the California Water Code requires that any person discharging
waste or proposing to discharge waste, other than to a community sewer system, that could
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affect the quality of the waters of the State, shall file a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) with
the appropriate regional board. The Regional Board reviews the applicant’s ROWD and may
establish Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the proposed action. WDRs may include
effluent limitations, as well as monitoring and reporting requirements.

4.9.3. Impact Analysis

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of the proposed storm
drains would result in diverting surface water drainage around the existing and proposed
facilities to the southwest corner of the Project Site, into an existing swale. This drainage
system would ensure that storm water is properly conveyed within the Project Site. Water
guality, however, may be impacted during construction activities due to surface runoff from
disturbed surfaces into drainages at the Project Site. Implementation of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan and related erosion control BMPs are required under Mitigation
Measures GEO — 2 through GEO — 6 and Mitigation Measure BIO — 6. Implementation of these
measures would reduce construction related impacts to water quality to a less than significant
level.

The backwash and filter-to-waste processes at the WTP produce suspended solids, organic
matter, and coagulant. These solids would be collected in the existing filter-to-waste setting
tank during the rainy season. These solids would be removed from the settling tank in spring
and transported to the proposed sludge drying beds in the south west corner of the Project
Site. The physical footprint of these drying beds would be approximately 80 feet by 48 feet,
with approximately 3-foot-high sidewalls, and contained within concrete bunkers. Once solids
are deposited in the beds, dewatering would occur by evaporation. The solids would be in the
beds for a temporary time period each year (spring to fall) and the beds would be clean and
empty during the rainy season. At completion of drying (prior to each fall season), the material
would be analytically tested to determine final disposal requirements. The beds would be
swept clean with all material removed for disposal before commencement of the rainy season.
If required per testing, the solids would be trucked to a permitted solid waste facility that
accepts sludge waste. If the results of analytical testing allow for alternative disposal (e.g. dried
solids made available to third parties for land application as soil amendment), the GDPUD
would consult with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to determine the appropriate
oversight, including waste discharge requirements. During the winter, precipitation entering
the cleaned beds would be drained and dispersed in a manner (e.g. rock energy dissipaters)
that would minimize erosion. The drying beds would be routinely inspected for liner integrity.
Compliance with these testing and waste disposal requirements would result in less than
significant impacts.

Operational impacts are considered less than significant resulting from compliance with
disposal requirements. However, construction impacts are considered less than significant
with mitigation incorporated to ensure implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
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Plan under Mitigation Measure GEO — 3 and related erosion control BMPs during project
construction.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would include construction of a new raw
water pump station, sludge drying beds, and an upgraded tank backwash recovery tank on an
existing developed portion of the ALT WTP site with one additional component (the filter
building) being constructed on a grassy slope adjacent to the existing facility. The minimal
increase of impervious surfaces created by the Proposed Project, primarily resulting from the
proposed road extension, would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. The building pad for the filter building
would be surfaced with gravel on half of the area allowing for groundwater recharge.
Therefore, impacts related to groundwater supplies would be considered less than significant.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. After construction, the topography of the
Project Site would be modified from the current state. The proposed filter building would
result in a change in the runoff pattern on the slope. Proposed storm drains would be located
throughout the Project Site to convey surface drainage. Drainage would be directed around the
existing and proposed facilities to the south west corner of the Project Site into an existing
swale. This would ensure adequate drainage of the Project Site, following the grading
associated with Project Construction. The proposed sludge drying beds would be located
within a portion of the existing WTP facility (existing settlement ponds), and would not result in
a substantial change in the existing topography. During the dry season, the water in the drying
beds would evaporate. During the rainy season, the emptied drying beds would drain to the
southwest portion of the Project Site. The development of the additional drainage features at
the WTP would not be expected to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
Project Site in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation.

During construction, excavation, and fill required by the project, the potential for erosion exists
both on- and off-site, primarily impacting drainages near the roadway and residences.
Implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and related erosion control best
management practices are required under Mitigation Measures BIO — 6 and GEO - 2 through
GEO - 6. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to
drainage pattern erosion to a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts are considered less
than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact. Surface water drainage at the WTP would be directed to
proposed stormwater drains that would convey water to the southwest potion of the Project
Site. During the rainy season, precipitation entering the cleaned and empty drying beds would
drain southwest corner of the Project Site. The development of proposed drainage features at
the WTP would not be expected to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
Project Site in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site. The minimal increase of
impervious surfaces created by the Proposed Project along with the additional drain lines are
not anticipated to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site in a way that
would result in flooding. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact. The minimal increase in impervious surfaces resulting from
development of the Proposed Project would not be expected to create or contribute runoff
water in quantities that exceed the capacity of the existing and planned drainage systems at the
Project Site nor provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, impacts
are considered to be less than significant.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Please see answer to subsection a) above.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not involve the construction of housing. As depicted
in Figure 4.9-1 the Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, no
impact would result from development of the Proposed Project.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?

No Impact. As depicted in Figure 4.9-1 the Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood
hazard area and therefore, project development would not result in the placement of
structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, no impact would result from
development of the Proposed Project.
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i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of a failure of a levee or dam?
No Impact. The project would include construction of water treatment plant process facilities
on the existing Auburn Lake Trails WTP property. The project does not propose additional
employees at the WTP, or new housing or structures that could expose people to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of a failure of a
levee or dam. Therefore, no impact would result from development of the Proposed Project.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in an area subject to seiche, tsunami or mudflow.
Therefore, no impact would result from development of the Proposed Project.

4.9.4. Mitigation Measures

Please see Mitigation Measure BIO — 6 in the Biological Resources section (Section 4.4) and
Mitigation Measures GEO — 2 through GEO - 6 in (Section 4.6) of this Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration for mitigation that addresses the impacts listed under a), c), and f) above.
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4.10. Land Use and Planning

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established
community? D D D IX'

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

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat

conservation plan or natural L] ] L] X

community conservation plan?

d) Resultin land use/operational

conflicts between existing and ] [] [] X
proposed on-site or off-site land uses?

4.10.1.Environmental Setting

El Dorado County encompasses approximately 1,110,103 acres of land. Of this, approximately
46 percent is in public ownership and 54 percent is privately owned. Approximately 196,000
acres (approximately 17 percent of land in the County) has been developed, with the vast
majority of this being residential units. In addition, the County has existing commitments
(projects that have received a Building Permit, have an approved tentative parcel map or
subdivision map, or are part of an approved development agreement) for 14,565 additional
dwelling units in the western part of the County. Undeveloped lands within the County are
largely comprised of agricultural lands and forestlands. Forestlands occupy 636,000 acres (55
percent of the County), with federally controlled timberlands encompassing approximately
377,000 in the El Dorado and Tahoe National Forests and 259,000 acres in private production.
The County had 153,472 acres of agricultural land (farmland and grazing land) in 1997
(approximately 13 percent of the County), with 41,852 acres of that land being protected under
the Williamson Act. Lands regulated or owned by entities not subject to County planning and
land use authority within the County encompass approximately 531,924 acres (46 percent of
the land). The Shingle Springs Rancheria is located approximately 29 miles south of the project
vicinity and is owned by the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians. The Rancheria is
considered a sovereign nation (County of El Dorado 2003).
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AS shown on Figure 3.5-2, the General Plan land use designation for the Project Site at the
existing ALT WTP is Medium Density Residential and the Project Site is zoned as Single Family
Residential. General Plan overlay designations for the site include: Platted Lands, Important
Biological Corridor, and Mineral Resources. Surrounding land uses are primarily Medium
Density Residential to the northwest (the Auburn Lake Trails community), Open Space to the
east, and Estate Residential to the south.

4.10.2.Impact Analysis

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would include construction of water treatment plant process
facilities and upgrades to existing facilities within the Auburn Lake Trails WTP. The Proposed
Project would not result in the physical division of any established community and therefore
would be no impact to established communities.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project would be developed in conformance with all applicable land
use plans and ordinances, and would not conflict with any agency’s plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The
Project Site is not located within a coastal zone management area (National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration 2015). No impact would result from development of the Proposed
Project.

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

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a designated Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
area or within a designated Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) area. Nor is the
Project Site located within or adjacent to any of the ecological preserve areas designated on the
El Dorado County General Plan land use map. Development of the Proposed Project would not
conflict with any conservation plans and therefore no impact would result.

d) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would construct new facilities on the Auburn Lake Trails WTP
site including a filter building, raw water pump station, and sludge drying beds. Development
of the Proposed Project would also involve upgrades to existing facilities on the Project Site.
Development of proposed improvements is consistent with the current operational land use on
the Project Site, and all development would occur within the existing Auburn Lake Trails WTP
property (APN: 0734420410). The Proposed Project does not have the potential to result in
land use or operational conflicts on- or off-site, therefore there would be no impact and no
mitigation is required.
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4.10.3.Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are warranted.
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4.11. Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would ] ] X ]
be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local L] L] X ]
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

4.11.1.Environmental Setting

El Dorado County contains a wide variety of mineral resources. Metallic mineral deposits,
particularly gold, are considered the most significant extractive mineral resource. The 1849
California “Gold Rush” originated from gold discovered in El Dorado County. Other metallic
minerals found in the County include: silver, copper, nickel, chromite, zinc, tungsten, mercury,
titanium, platinum, and iron. Nonmetallic mineral resources include: building stone, limestone,
slate, clay, marble, soapstone, sand, and gravel (County of El